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The House met at 10 a.m.
The Reverend Dr. Ronald F. Chris-

tian, Office of the Bishop, Evangelical
Lutheran Church in America, Washing-
ton, DC, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, we acknowledge this
day as always that You are the one
who is worthy to be held in reverence
by all the people, from the least of us
to the greatest, and so, we pray, kindle
within each of us the spark of Your
love so that all of Your children may
know of Your goodness and gracious
care. We pray, guide and direct those
who are called and selected to be lead-
ers of others, so that choices and deci-
sions will always be based on what will
bring dignity and honor to Your peo-
ple. We pray, show us the great waste
of our wrath and our rage, and give us
O God, good will to all and peace in our
time, peace among nations, and peace
in our hearts. Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. KILDEE] come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. KILDEE led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to
make an announcement.

After consultation with the majority
and minority leaders, and with their
consent and approval, the Chair an-
nounces that during the joint meeting
to hear an address by His Excellency
Shimon Peres, only the doors imme-
diately opposite the Speaker, and those
on his right and left will be open.

No one will be allowed on the floor of
the House who does not have the privi-
lege of the floor of the House.

Due to the large attendance which is
anticipated, the Chair feels that the
rule regarding the privilege of the floor
must be strictly adhered to.

Childen of Members will not be per-
mitted on the floor, and the coopera-
tion of all Members is requested.
f

RECESS

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, Decem-
ber 7, 1995, the House will stand in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 4 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

During the recess, beginning at about
10 o’clock and 53 minutes a.m., the fol-
lowing proceedings were had:
f

b 1052

JOINT MEETING OF THE HOUSE
AND SENATE TO HEAR AN AD-
DRESS BY HIS EXCELLENCY
SHIMON PERES, PRIME MIN-
ISTER OF THE STATE OF ISRAEL

The Speaker of the House presided.
The Assistant to the Sergeant at

Arms, Richard Wilson, announced the
Vice President and Members of the
U.S. Senate, who entered the Hall of
the House of Representatives, the Vice
President taking the chair at the right
of the Speaker, and the Members of the
Senate the seats reserved for them.

The SPEAKER. On the part of the
House, the Chair appoints as members

of the committee to escort the Prime
Minister of the State of Israel into the
Chamber: the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARMEY]; the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DELAY]; the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. BOEHNER]; the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN];
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
LIVINGSTON]; the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SOLOMON]; the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]; the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. CALLAHAN];
the gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
SCHIFF]; the gentleman from New York
[Mr. LAZIO]; the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. GEPHARDT]; the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR]; the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FAZIO]; the
gentlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs.
KENNELLY]; the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. HAMILTON]; the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. YATES]; the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]; the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. FROST]; the
gentleman from California [Mr. BER-
MAN]; and the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. HASTINGS].

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Presi-
dent of the Senate, at the direction of
that body, appoints the following Sen-
ators as a committee on the part of the
Senate to escort the Prime Minister of
the State of Israel into the Chamber:
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE];
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
LOTT]; the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. NICKLES]; the Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. COCHRAN]; the Senator
from Florida [Mr. MACK]; the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND];
the Senator from New York [Mr.
D’AMATO]; the Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. DASCHLE]; the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. FORD]; the Senator from
Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI]; the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL]; the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY]; the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN];
the Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN]; and the Senator from California
[Mrs. BOXER].
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The Assistant to the Sergeant at

Arms announced the Ambassadors,
Ministers, and Chargés d’Affaires of
foreign governments.

The Ambassadors, Ministers, and
Chargés d’Affaires of foreign govern-
ments entered the Hall of the House of
Representatives and took the seats re-
served for them.

The Assistant to the Sergeant at
Arms announced the Associate Justices
of the Supreme Court of the United
States.

The Associate Justices of the Su-
preme Court of the United States en-
tered the Hall of the House of Rep-
resentatives and took the seats re-
served for them in front of the Speak-
er’s rostrum.

The Assistant to the Sergeant at
Arms announced the Cabinet of the
President of the United States.

The Members of the Cabinet of the
President of the United States entered
the Hall of the House of Representa-
tives and took the seats reserved for
them in front of the Speaker’s rostrum.

At 11 o’clock and 9 minutes a.m., the
Assistant to the Sergeant at Arms an-
nounced the Prime Minister of the
State of Israel.

The Prime Minister of the State of
Israel, escorted by the committee of
Senators and Representatives, entered
the Hall of the House of Representa-
tives, and stood at the Clerk’s desk.

[Applause, the Members rising.]
The SPEAKER. Members of the Con-

gress, it is my great privilege, and I
deem it a high honor and a personal
pleasure to present to you His Excel-
lency Shimon Peres, the Prime Min-
ister of Israel.

[Applause, the Members rising.]
f

ADDRESS BY HIS EXCELLENCY,
SHIMON PERES, PRIME MIN-
ISTER OF THE STATE OF ISRAEL

Prime Minister PERES. Mr. Speaker,
Mr. Vice President, Members of Con-
gress, my very dear friends, I stand be-
fore you stunned and humbled. It was
but a year ago that on this very po-
dium there stood before you, in a part-
nership of hope, King Hussein and
Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin. And
Rabin is no more.

It was only 2 years ago that Presi-
dent Bill Clinton hosted Chairman
Arafat and Prime Minister Yitzhak
Rabin, and we all witnessed a historic
handshake. And Yitzhak has gone.

Two weeks and twenty years ago
Lyndon Baines Johnson stood on this
very spot and said, ‘‘All I have, I would
have given gladly not to be standing
here today.’’

Mr. Speaker, all I have, I would have
given gladly not to be standing here
today. My senior partner is gone.

Now, he belongs to the ages. He will
enter them as a great leader, as a great
soldier, a captain of peace who was as-
sassinated because he was right. That
was the reason.

I shared with him days of worry and
grief. I shared with him hours of reflec-

tion and decision. We complemented
each other in a determined pursuit of
the only objective worthy of the task
bestowed upon us by the people of Is-
rael: to carve a new era of security in
peace, to build bridges across an Arab-
Israeli divide, an impossible divide.
And he, the captain, is no more.

You, dear friends, have honored him
in life with an intimate, bipartisan
friendship to the man, to the land, to
the cause he represented. You have
honored him in death with your un-
precedented presence which moved our
hearts.

May I tell you that the fact that the
President, two former Presidents, a
Secretary of State, two former Sec-
retaries of State, the leaders of the
Senate and the House and many of the
Members came on this very sad day to
stand at our side is an unforgettable
experience in our life. We really thank
you. It was great on your part; it will
be unforgettable in our history.

Hence, I stand before you with one
assignment: In the shadowy light of
those candles, in the tearful eyes of our
young generation, I heard their appeal,
nay, the order, ‘‘Carry on. Carry on.’’

This is my task.
I stand before you with one over-

riding commitment: to yield to no
threats, to stop at no obstacle in nego-
tiating the hurdles ahead, in seeking
security for our people, peace for our
land and tranquility for our region.
And in so doing, I ask you, ladies and
gentlemen, for your support, and first
and foremost, your moral support.
That is what counts mostly.

Nothing but your own conscience is
your guide. Your faith in the Almighty
and the moral imperative that guides
you.

Yitzhak and I were always firm be-
lievers in the greatness of America, in
the ethic and generosity inherent in
your history, in your people. For us,
the United States of America is a com-
mitment to values before an expression
of might.

For us, the vast discovery of America
is its Constitution even more than its
continent, the Constitution enriched
by its biblical foundation.

From our school days we remembered
the proposal of John Adams that the
imagery of ancient Israel captivated
the Constitutional Congress in 1776.

We recalled Benjamin Franklin’s idea
to incorporate in the Great Seal of the
new Confederation the image of Moses
raising his staff, dividing the Red Sea.

We remembered Thomas Jefferson
suggesting that the image of the chil-
dren of Israel struggling through the
wilderness, led by a pillar of cloud by
day, by a pillar of fire by night, that
this image be the symbol of the young
Republic, to become the Great Repub-
lic.

History did not stop there. The cloud
and the fire have accompanied the
human experience in this, the most dif-
ficult century in the annals of man-
kind.

As the end of the 20th century is
nearing, it could verily be described as

the American century, yes, the century
of America.

America nurtured a way of life that
has made competitive creativeness the
engine of economic development prac-
tically in every corner of the world.
The United States has built strength,
has used strength to save the globe
from three of its greatest menaces: the
Nazi tyranny, the Japanese militarism,
and the Communist challenge.

You did it. You brought freedom. You
defended it.

Even in this very day, as Bosnia reels
in agony, you offered a compass and a
lamp to a confused situation like in the
Middle East. Nobody else was able or
was ready to do it.

You enabled many nations to save
their democracies even as you strive
now to assist nations to free them-
selves from their nondemocratic past.

Your sons and daughters fought
many wars. Your great armies won
many victories. Yet wars did not cause
you to lose heart, just as triumphs did
not corrupt your system.

America remains unspoiled because
she has rejected the spoils of victory.

You have a great Constitution, a vast
land, a pluralistic civilization. Israel is
a small land, 47 years young, 4,000
years deep.

Thanks to the support you have
given and to the aid you have rendered,
we have been able to overcome wars
and tragedies thrust upon us and feel
today strong enough to take measured
risks to wage a campaign for peace to-
gether with you.

Let me assure you that never shall
we ask your sons and daughters to
fight instead of us, just as we have
never asked you to do so in the past.
We shall do our task; we shall enjoy
your support.

Indeed, even as I speak before you
now, Israeli troops are parting from
Palestinian towns and villages in a his-
toric departure, intending never to re-
turn there as occupiers. We do not
want to occupy anybody.

This, for us, is a victory of moral
commitment and for the Palestinians a
victory of self-respect. For the first
time, they are governing themselves
and we are governing ourselves too.

Nobody forced us to do so. Nobody
forced us to take these measures, and
Israel is neither weak nor afraid. Our
choice was freely made.

What we have accomplished, in reso-
nance of your own tradition, we have
given, like you, preference to a biblical
ethic. We are true to the old pages.

Yet like you, we have rejected the
temptation to rule over another people,
even though we possess the force to do
so.

Before coming here, I visited King
Hussein, a real friend of the United
States. We discussed the possibilities
of transforming the Jordan Rift Valley,
which is in fact an elongated, extended
desert, into a Tennessee Valley. We
learned from you again.

In a single bold sweep, we are and re-
main resolved to turn back the desert,
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to stop the war, and to end the hatred
once and forever.

I then met with President Mubarak
in a highly congenial atmosphere. We
agreed to put aside certain bitter
memories and to postpone certain dis-
puted issues for a future date. We have
time in the future to disagree; now we
have to agree.

Then I met Chairman Arafat, and his
expression of condolence had the ring
of a sincere desire for peace. May I tell
you that nothing convinced the Israeli
people about the sincerity of the Arabs
seeking peace more than the sympathy
and condolence they expressed when
they learned about the assassination of
Rabin, a sad event, a revealing senti-
ment.

Arafat is engaged in the new realities
of his people and he has conveyed to
me the solemn promise to intensify his
fight against terror, which is, today, as
much a danger to him as it is to the
peace we are committed together to
achieve.

I, on my part, have promised to re-
lease prisoners in our custody, as we
did agree, so as to enable them to par-
ticipate in free elections scheduled for
the first time in history, to take place
on January 20, 1996.

As far as we are concerned, democ-
racy, and that includes Palestinian de-
mocracy, is the best and probably the
only guarantee for a real and durable
peace. Freedom supports this.

I believe in this prospect. Three years
ago, such a prospect would have been
considered a fantasy; that was part of
the accusation against me. Now reality
is on our side.

All this would hardly have been at-
tainable were it not for the American
involvement and the support of those
efforts. President Clinton and his ad-
ministration, the leadership and the
Members of the Congress, practically
all of them, the American people at
large, have made possible the dawn of
peace to rise again over the ancient ho-
rizon, over the ancient skies of the
Promised Land, to bring promise again
to the land.

And by so doing, you have removed
the terrifying prospect of evil hands
grabbing hold of unconventional weap-
ons.

Mr. Speaker, Members of Congress,
international terrorism is a threat to
us all. Fundamentalism with a nuclear
bomb is the nightmare of our age. We
have to stop it.

We understood that in order to ready
ourselves to confront the new dangers,
we would have to put a stop to the en-
mity with our neighbors. In our time,
more than there are new enemies,
there are new dangers. The dangers of
our days are not confined to borders;
they are common to all of us, Moslems,
Christians, and Jews alike. Therefore,
we have to try to achieve a comprehen-
sive peace.

Peace with Syria and Lebanon, the
two remaining adversaries on our bor-
ders, may well prove to be the greatest
contribution to the construction of a

new Middle East, of a new era in the
Middle East.

I must admit that the hurdles are
many. We have to negotiate mountains
of suspicion. We have to traverse
chasms of prejudice. We have to find
solutions to an array of genuinely con-
flicting interests. They are not artifi-
cial.

Israel, for its part, is ready to go, to
try and do it.

In October next year Israel will go to
elections. I here declare that the deci-
sion to strive for peace shall be pursued
regardless of it. To win peace is more
important than to win elections.

We shall try wholeheartedly, we shall
try to forge the peace with Syria and
Lebanon expeditiously so that before
the curtain of the 20th century shall
fall, we shall see, all of us, the emer-
gence of a Middle East of peace.

Mr. Speaker, with your permission,
therefore, I would like to use this po-
dium, with your permission, ladies and
gentlemen, to turn to President Assad
of Syria and say to him:

‘‘Without forgetting the past, let us
not look back. Let fingertips touch a
new untested hope.’’

Let each party yield to the other,
each giving consideration to the re-
spective needs of the other, mutually
so, him to us, we to him. Without illu-
sion, but with resolve, we shall stand
ready to make demanding decisions if
you are, if Assad is.

We shall negotiate relentlessly until
all gaps are bridged, if you are, if Assad
is.

I believe we face a historic oppor-
tunity, perhaps of galloping pace. If we
shall find the language of peace be-
tween us, we can bring peace to all of
us. Surely nothing would capture the
imagination of young people every-
where more than a gathering of all of
us standing together and declaring, and
when I say all of us, I mean all of the
leaders of the Middle East, all the 20 of
them, not one-by-one, but together,
and declaring the end of war, the end of
conflict, carrying the message to our
forefathers and to our grandchildren
that we are again, all of us, the sons
and daughters of Abraham, living in a
tent of peace again. We shall tell them,
together as partners, we are going to
build a new Middle East, a prosperous
economy, that we are going to raise
the standard of living, not the standard
of violence. We have enough violence,
not enough the-right-way-to-live.

What we are going to introduce is
light and hope to our people, to their
destinies.

Mr. Speaker, permit me a personal
word. In my country I have shouldered
almost every responsibility. I have
tasted almost every title. I have served
almost in every position. Today I wish
only one thing: to bear the burden of
peacemaking.

In the last moment of his life, we
stood together to the very last mo-
ment, his happiest moment of life,
Yitzhak Rabin stood in the Tel Aviv
square, me standing on his side and

singing, he was singing the song of
peace.

The singer, alas, is not with us. The
song remains. You cannot kill the song
of peace.

Now, distinguished Members of the
Congress, I say it sincerely, that I have
come here for your advice and consent.
I hazard the thought that the world
cannot permit itself to be without
American leadership in these trying
times. Not in the Middle East or in
other places.

America, in my judgment, cannot es-
cape what history has laid on your
shoulders, on the shoulders of each of
you. You cannot escape that which
America alone can do. America alone
can keep the world free and assist na-
tions to assume the responsibility for
their own fate.

Please continue. Go ahead and do it
as you did for the whole century; the
next century is awaiting your leader-
ship was well.

In this spirit, I can do no better than
quote what Yitzhak Rabin said to you
when he stood on this rostrum a year
ago and he said:

‘‘No words can express our gratitude
to you for the years of your generous
support, understanding and coopera-
tion which are all but beyond compare
in modern history.’’ And Then he said,
‘‘Thank you, America.’’

I, too, say it: Thank you, America,
for what you are, for what you have
been, for what you shall be. And in so
doing, I shall conclude with a prayer:

May the Almighty spread His wings
of loving kindness and His tabernacle
of peace over the Land of Israel. May
He grant His light and truth to all of
the leaders of our region, to all of the
leaders of America, to the leaders of
our time. And You give peace in the
land and eternal joy for its habitants.

Mr. Speaker, thank you very much.
[Applause, the Members rising.]
At 11 o’clock and 45 minutes a.m.,

the Prime Minister of Israel, accom-
panied by the committee of escort, re-
tired from the Hall of the House of
Representatives.

The assistant to the Sergeant at
Arms escorted the invited guests from
the Chamber in the following order:

The Members of the President’s Cabi-
net.

The Associate Justices of the Su-
preme Court of the United States.

The Ambassadors, Ministers, and
Chargés d’Affaires of foreign govern-
ments.
f

JOINT MEETING DISSOLVED
The SPEAKER. The purpose of the

joint meeting having been completed,
the Chair declares the joint meeting of
the two Houses now dissolved.

The Members of the Senate retired to
their Chamber.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The House will con-
tinue in recess until 1 p.m.

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 52
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 1 p.m.
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AFTER RECESS
The recess having expired, the House

was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. EWING) at 1 p.m.
f

MORNING BUSINESS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the order of the House of May 12,
1995, the Chair will now recognize
Members from lists submitted by the
majority leader and minority leader
for morning hour debates. The Chair
will alternate recognition between the
parties, with each party limited to 30
minutes and each Member, other than
the majority and minority leaders,
limited to 5 minutes.
f

THE TRAGEDY OF JIMMY RYCE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. DIAZ-BALART] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, a
child is always special. Children are
the hope of the world, and every child
is blessed with the love of God and the
goodness of heaven.

In south Florida we have all, our en-
tire community, has been deeply
wounded by the tragedy suffered by one
very special child—Jimmy Ryce. And
by the suffering, the incalculable suf-
fering, of his wonderful family.

As our prayers go out for Jimmy’s
family so that God may give them the
strength to endure, we also pray for
Jimmy in Heaven, with full confidence
that he is now at peace in the presence
of the Lord.

No one in south Florida will ever for-
get Jimmy Ryce and we join together
as a community to grieve for him.

Jimmy’s family—his mom and dad,
Claudine and Don, his sister Martha—
have shown us all an example of ex-
traordinary strength and of the will to
somehow permit this tragedy to shield
other children from similar future
nightmares on Earth. Even before we
all received the ultimately tragic news
of the last few days, Don and Claudine
Ryce had commenced a petition cam-
paign to the President, a noble cam-
paign that they, and now many in
south Florida are continuing, urging
him to require agencies in the execu-
tive branch to post in public places pic-
tures of endangered children, so that
the American people can help in the
search for these children, while there is
still time to save their lives.

Don and Claudine Ryce have also
urged that the media run public service
announcements publicizing the photo-
graphs and the peril of endangered chil-
dren.

Together we will remember Jimmy
Ryce as we strive to bring down the
full weight of justice on monstrous
beings who commit crimes against
children, and as we work to protect
children against such unspeakable
crimes in the future.

THE NIGHTMARE OF THE
TRAGEDY OF JIMMY RYCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. DEUTSCH] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, I join
my colleague, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. DIAZ-BALART], and all the
Members from south Florida to rise
today with great sadness to share with
you the news that my constituent, 9-
year-old Jimmy Ryce, was abducted,
sexually assaulted, shot, and finally
found dead just a few short miles from
his Miami home.

What happened to Jimmy Ryce is
really the worst imaginable thing any-
one could possibly imagine in their
wildest nightmares, and all of our com-
munity in south Florida, unfortu-
nately, share the hopes and the fears
and, to an infinitesimal degree, some of
the suffering that the Ryce family is
feeling today and will always feel.

One of the things that has happened
during this period of time is, unfortu-
nately, I have educated myself a little
bit about what is going on in child ab-
ductions in this country. On several oc-
casions during the last several months
I spoke with the FBI and people in-
volved in the investigation, people in-
volved in the investigation of missing
children. Over a thousand a year in
this country fall into that category,
and, again, unfortunately, there have
been strides in what we have done as a
society and what we have done as a
country to try to help this insufferable
tragedy.

In fact, south Florida, unfortunately,
was an impetus to this several years
ago when Adam Walsh was abducted
and killed in south Florida and from
the time that Adam Walsh was killed
to today, and really through his fami-
ly’s work, there have been changes.
There is now, in fact, a missing persons
center clearinghouse the Federal Gov-
ernment operates for missing children,
abused and abducted children, that has
been helpful in solving many cases and
actually having children returned to
their families.

But, unfortunately, what the Ryce
family found is there is still a lot more
that we can do operationally as a coun-
try and as a government both on the
Federal level, but on State and local
levels as well, but on the Federal level.
Some of the frustration dealing with
the Federal Government during this or-
deal really is worth hearing and talk-
ing about and changing. As the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. DIAZ-
BALART] pointed out and the Ryce fam-
ily obviously knows, when they tried
to spread the news of Jimmy’s abduc-
tion, and they did an amazing job, the
community did an amazing job, and we
also on the floor of this Congress were
talking about it and sending photos
ourselves, but when they tried to do
that through a network that exists in
this country of post offices, Federal
buildings that are everywhere in this

country, they found they could not do
it, which really makes no sense at all.
And what will happen by the end of
this week is that all of us in the south
Florida delegation will be introducing
legislation to correct that so that we
can send out that information.

If I have learned anything about
child abductions, it is that the more in-
formation that is out there, the more
people see a child’s face, the more
chances that something will be solved,
and even in this case, the lead was be-
cause of that.

There are other instances where the
Ryce family actually had operational
problems dealing with the Federal Gov-
ernment in terms of coordination.
They found themselves there is no co-
ordinated effort for missing children.
There is for criminal fugitives, but
there is not for missing children. The
family was actually calling law en-
forcement throughout the State who
had not even heard or were aware of
what was going on.

I am committed, and I know my col-
leagues from south Florida, I believe,
my colleagues throughout this country
are committed to doing everything
that we possibly can to make sure that
there is less of a chance that some-
thing like this will ever happen again
in this great country.

I think we all need to really feel and
share some of the pain with the Ryce
family because we are a community of
America, and as a community we need
to really work on ourselves as a com-
munity to make sure that the sickness
that exists and the indescribable sick-
ness is eliminated as much as we pos-
sibly can.

To the Ryce family, I can only say to
them that their strength and their per-
severance will, I am sure, be clear that
there will be something that will occur
in this time, and we know that Jimmy
Ryce’s soul is in Heaven, and we pray
for its continuation.
f

UKRAINIAN COMMERCIAL LAUNCH
POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. WELDON] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, tomorrow the Clinton administra-
tion will give away another U.S. indus-
try: the United States domestic com-
mercial space launch industry.

A decade ago, the United States held
nearly 100 percent share of commercial
space launches. Today the United
States holds 30 percent of the market.
This loss of market share is largely due
to the fact that our competitors re-
ceive heavy subsidies from their gov-
ernments.

Between 1996 and 2001, it is estimated
that there will be 350 commercial sat-
ellite launches—120 of these will be
geostationary launches. These are the
high Earth-orbit, expensive launches
that the United States dominated until
recent years.
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For each of these launches that goes

overseas the United States loses $50
million—if we lose all 120, that’s about
$6 billion that will go overseas.

I’m all for the free-market. But I will
aggressively oppose any plan that gives
the advantage of foreign competitors
that receive heavy subsidies from their
governments. Mr. Clinton’s plan does
jut this, and that’s why I’m an aggres-
sive opponent of his plan.

This chart shows what may happen
to our commercial launch industry.

There will be 120 geostationary
launches between 1996 and 2002.

It is a given Arainespace—Europe’s
subsidized space launch industry—will
receive 72. That’s 60 percent of these
launches. Their subsidies allow them to
undercut the United States
unsubsidized prices.

Under an existing agreement with
the Chinese, the United States will
allow 20 satellites to be launched on
Chinese-Government subsidized launch
vehicles.

Under another existing agreement
with the Russians, the United States
will allow eight satellites to be
launched in Russian-Government sub-
sidized launch vehicles.

This only leaves 20 launches for U.S.
companies. Well, that is until tomor-
row.

Under the new agreement that the
Clinton administration will sign with
the Ukrainian Government tomorrow,
the Ukranian-Government subsidized
space launch company will get the
other 20 launches.

This leaves U.S. companies with a
grand total of zero.

Yes, it’s true that U.S. companies
can compete for the launch of these ve-
hicles, but with the billions in sub-
sidies from their governments, our for-
eign competitors will easily to able to
undercut U.S. companies.

It is very possible that of the 120 geo-
stationary launches over the next 6
years, none of them will be launched
from U.S. soil.

This is a tragedy for U.S. leadership
in space. For the American workers
who have dedicated their lives to mak-
ing these launch vehicles. And, for the
dedicated and highly skilled workers at
our Nation’s space launch facilities.

I, along with others, in a bipartisan
effort urged the Clinton administration
to renegotiate some of the earlier
agreements to ensure that the Ukrain-
ian launches were not in addition to
those already allotted to our competi-
tors. This suggestion was soundly ig-
nored by the Clinton administration.

I’m pleased that many of my col-
leagues have also expressed their con-
cerns about this agreement.

The Florida delegation sent a strong
bipartisan letter expressing grave con-
cern over the Clinton-Ukraine Agree-
ment which I would like to submit for
the RECORD. The distinguished minor-
ity leader, Mr. GEPHARDT of Missouri,
let the administration know of his con-
cerns in a letter which I would also
like to submit for the RECORD.

The Governor of Florida, Lawton
Chiles, has expressed his opposition to
this agreement. The Colorado congres-
sional delegation also raised objections
to the plan.

Mr. Chairman, this Ukrainian agree-
ment is bad for this nation. And, I am
disappointed that the Clinton adminis-
tration appears to have given no con-
sideration to our concerns. In fact, I’m
still waiting for a response to my letter
of 3 weeks ago.

America is the loser in this deal.
As vice-chairman of the Space Sub-

committee, I have called for a Congres-
sional hearing on this issue. I will con-
tinue my aggressive opposition this
agreement. I urge my colleagues to
take a closer look at this and other
international agreements that the
Clinton administration is negotiating.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, November 15, 1995.

Ambassador MICKEY KANTOR,
U.S. Trade Representative,
Washington, DC.

DEAR AMBASSADOR KANTOR: We are very
concerned about the direction the Adminis-
tration is taking regarding United States
launch policy. Last year, the Administration
issued it’s National Space Transportation
Policy. This policy contained a commitment
to negotiate and to enforce international
commercial space launch services agree-
ments with relevant non-market economies
(NME’s). It also contained a commitment to
launch U.S. government payloads on U.S.
launch vehicles.

Your office is currently in the process of
negotiating an agreement with the govern-
ment of Ukraine. It is deeply troubling that
the Administration is considering giving up
even more of our domestic launch industry
to competitors who are overly reliant on
subsidies by their own governments, which
distort the competitive market place. Any
U.S.-Ukraine agreement must reflect the re-
alities of the commercial market. U.S. com-
mercial launch providers have relied upon
the 1994 National Space Transportation pol-
icy and have invested hundreds of millions of
dollars to build launch vehicles which are
built with virtually 100 percent American
components, technology, and labor. It is im-
perative that the following be observed and
acknowledged:

Higly subsidized competitors place U.S.
launch providers at an unnecessary and un-
fair disadvantage.

Both the Ukraine and Russia benefit from
any Ukraine launch agreement since much of
the content of the Ukraine vehicle is of Rus-
sian origin.

The purchase or the launch of any NME-
built vehicle by a U.S. entity should be
counted against any quantity limitation in
the relevant trade agreement.

The basic terms of the current US-China
and the US-Russia Space Launch Services
Agreements should not be modified before
they are due to expire.

Additionally, we understand that the De-
partment of Defense (DoD) may be changing
it’s current policy which prohibits national
security payloads from being launched on
non-U.S. launch vehicles. We have serious
objections to allowing DoD to use non-U.S.
launch vehicles for military payloads. This
would seriously erode our nation’s ability to
launch military space assets during times of
crisis and severely jeopardize our nation’s
domestic commercial launch vehicle busi-
ness by undermining the U.S. launch indus-
trial base.

These policies have the potential to under-
mine the U.S. national interest of maintain-

ing our domestic launch capabilities and in-
frastructure. Florida’s long, proud history in
the U.S. space launch industry may be seri-
ously jeopardized. For our government to
give away this heritage and these high-tech,
high-wage jobs is unacceptable to American
taxpayers and the Florida Congressional del-
egation.

The U.S. space launch industry is ready to
work hard and fight competitively for their
market share. But we shouldn’t ask them to
do so when its own government changes the
rules in the market place. We understand
that if the proposed plan goes forward, 70 to
90 percent of the commercial, and poten-
tially national security, launches will occur
outside the United States. This would be, in
our view, very detrimental both to our na-
tional security and to our own prospects for
future investments by our own launch indus-
try in this country’s space infrastructure.

We request that you brief our delegation
on your intentions prior to your upcoming
meeting with the Ukraine. We look forward
to hearing from you very soon.

Dave Weldon;
Mark Foley;
Dan Miller;
Carrie Meek;
Bill McCollum;
Peter Deutch;
Bud Cramer;
Tillie Fowler;
Bill Young;
Porter Goss;
Clay Shaw;
Alcee Hastings;
Lincoln Diaz-Balart;
Charles Canady;
Cliff Stearns;
John Mica;
Jim Trafficant.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, November 28, 1995.

President WILLIAM J. CLINTON,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing to
you regarding a matter that has already re-
ceived much attention by our colleagues in
Congress as well as many in the U.S. space
industry.

It is our understanding that the Adminis-
tration is in the process of negotiating a bi-
lateral agreement with Ukraine which could
allow their nation to launch up to 22 U.S.
commercial satellites. It is also our under-
standing that these discussions have prompt-
ed Russia to propose reopening its current
agreement with the U.S. in hopes of raising
their quota to 20 launches.

Without a doubt, such agreements will
have a major impact on the U.S. space
launch industry and our nation’s trade bal-
ance. However, it is not clear to us exactly
what the effects would be and what other op-
tions could, and perhaps should, be pursued
by our government as we explore ways to as-
sist these nations to strengthen their econo-
mies without hindering U.S. efforts in this
area.

We have not passed judgment on this mat-
ter since we have not been briefed by the Ad-
ministration, nor are we aware of any formal
briefings being held for Congress, regarding
this issue. It seems reasonable that before an
agreement is negotiated that the Adminis-
tration inform Congress of what is being con-
templated for agreement as well as its rami-
fication on the U.S. economy and space in-
dustry. Therefore, we ask that finalization of
any agreement with Ukraine be delayed
until either Congress has been briefed or has
had an opportunity to hold hearings in this
matter. Consistent with this, we ask that
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current agreements not be opened for re-
negotiation until such meetings are held.

Your consideration and cooperation in this
matter is much appreciated.

Sincerely,
BOB GRAHAM,

U.S. Senator.
CONNIE MACK,

U.S. Senator.

SPACEPORT FLORIDA AUTHORITY,
COCOA BEACH, FL,

November 9, 1995.
Ambassador MICKAEL KANTOR,
U.S. Trade Representative,
Washington, DC.

DEAR AMBASSADOR KANTOR: I am pro-
foundly concerned that consideration is
being given to authorizing the use of excess
Ukrainian ballistic missiles for sale to com-
mercial United States payloads. As you
know, the American launch industry is at-
tempting to establish a strong commercial
launch sector. This is especially critical to
the economy of Florida in light of continu-
ing reductions in civil and military launch
missions.

It is in America’s vital national security
and economic interests that a healthy com-
mercial launch industry be developed. Rec-
ognizing this, the Department of Defense,
NASA, the State of Florida and several other
state governments have undertaken an ambi-
tious and expensive program of infrastruc-
ture modernization. The major aerospace
companies no longer develop launch vehicles
in response to federal contracts. A fleet of
new vehicles is being developed at great ex-
pense to meet the requirements of commer-
cial payload customers over the next twenty
years. We believe that in the future, space
transportation can be as economically sig-
nificant as aviation.

Unfortunately, this climate of investment
would be seriously disrupted if the assump-
tions of the market and projected demand
are rendered useless by allowing the dump-
ing into the market place artificially priced,
non-market, heavily subsidized launch as-
sets. U.S. policy wisely prohibits its surplus
military launch vehicles to compete for com-
mercial payloads, in order to prevent just
such disruptions and distortions to the mar-
ket.

The mastery of emerging transportation
technology has been the root of national
prominence and security throughout history.
Surely you will agree that the United States
should not cut the development of its com-
mercial launch industry off at the knees in
order to accomplish foreign aid objectives
through alternative means. The price is sim-
ply too high.

Sincerely,
EDWARD A. O’CONNOR, Jr.,

Executive Director.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, November 8, 1995.

Ambassador MICKEY KANTOR,
U.S. Trade Representative,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. AMBASSADOR: Last year, the Ad-
ministration issued its National Space
Transportation Policy. In the policy, a com-
mitment was made to negotiate and to en-
force international commercial space launch
services agreements with relevant non-mar-
ket economy countries (NMEs). Your office
is currently negotiating such an agreement
with the Government of Ukraine.

In making a recent key business decision,
my constituent McDonnell Douglas, relied
on the Administration’s commitment to ne-
gotiate agreements that prevent the disrup-
tion of the market and avoid seriously jeop-
ardizing a key part of our space infrastruc-
ture. In the spring, McDonnell Douglas an-

nounced the planned investment of hundreds
of millions of dollars in the development of
the Delta III launch vehicle. We believe that
this private sector investment in upgrading
the nation’s launch capability is wholly con-
sistent with, and supportive of, the Adminis-
tration’s goals.

Any change in the Administration’s policy,
or any weakening of the existing space
launch services agreements before their expi-
ration dates, would impede McDonnell Doug-
las’ ability to meet required launch rates
and put the Delta III program at risk. These
capricious changes in policy also serve to
discourage private investment in our launch
infrastructure.

Offering the Ukraine 22 potential launches
of satellites and reopening the Russian trade
agreement to raise their limit to 20 satellite
launches, would more than double the limit
currently agreed to for the NMEs. This is un-
fair to our domestic industry and the thou-
sand of high tech jobs at risk.

I urge you to postpone the negotiations
with the Ukraine until a more thorough as-
sessment of the impact to our domestic in-
dustry can be made and to not reopen the
Russian agreement signed only a year ago.

Sincerely,
SCOTT MCINNIS,
Member of Congress.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
OFFICE OF DEMOCRATIC LEADER,

Washington, DC, November 1, 1995.
Hon. MICKEY KANTOR,
U.S. Trade Representative,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MICKEY: I understand that serious
consideration is being given to revising this
country’s space launch services trade agree-
ment program in a manner that will severely
jeopardize McDonnell Douglas’ ability to
continue in the commercial launch vehicle
business. The change may be recommended
in relation to the U.S.-Ukraine Space
Launch Services Agreement which your of-
fice is currently negotiating.

Specifically, an Interagency Working
Group is expected to recommend to you and
the White House a substantial change in pol-
icy regarding such trade agreements. My
constituent, McDonnell Douglas, relied upon
the 1994 National Space Transportation Pol-
icy when it announced in May, 1995, its deci-
sion to invest hundreds of millions of dollars
to build a new vehicle—the Delta III. Its ex-
isting Delta II vehicle currently has the best
reliability record in the increasingly com-
petitive international market. The Delta III
will be virtually 100% American in terms of
components, technology, and labor. This is
significant at a time when other U.S. manu-
facturers of these strategic assets are pur-
chasing foreign components or buying for-
eign vehicles off the shelf in lieu of domestic
production.

For instance, the Boeing ‘‘Sea Launch’’
proposal would utilize Ukrainian-built vehi-
cles at ‘‘dumped’’ prices. They would be
launched from a platform in the Pacific
Ocean—not from the States of Florida and
California. Similarly, the Lockheed Martin
Corporation has joined forces with a Russian
entity to offer below market pricing for
flights on the Russian Proton vehicle. On the
other hand, the McDonnell Douglas commer-
cial space operations are located primarily
in California, Colorado, and Florida. They
employ approximately 6,000 people in high-
technology jobs in those states. We cannot
afford to export these jobs which are so im-
portant to our national security infrastruc-
ture.

If the recommendations are accepted and
implemented, 70–90% of commercial launches
will occur outside the United States, using
foreign assets. This policy shift will signifi-

cantly affect the viability of McDonnell
Douglas’ investment to develop the Delta III
and any future investments.

I thank you for your thoughtful consider-
ation in this very important matter.

Yours very truly,
RICHARD A. GEPHARDT.

THE GOVERNOR OF THE
STATE OF FLORIDA,

July 12, 1995.
Hon. BILL CLINTON,
President of the United States,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I appreciate the on-
going efforts of your administration to de-
velop a National Space Policy that recog-
nizes the concerns of Florida and other
states that are investing in commercial
space launch capabilities. At the invitation
of the Office of Science and Technology Pol-
icy (OSTP), representatives from Florida,
California, Alaska, New Mexico, and Virginia
gathered in Washington recently to discuss
launch policy issues common to our states.
We presented a broad range of issues which
are critical to the development of state-
sponsored spaceports.

Of particular concern to Florida is the
challenge to United States competitiveness
for commercial satellite launches. This chal-
lenge is due in part to existing bilateral
agreements between the U.S. and countries
with non-market economies, such as China
and Russia, which permit those countries to
launch significant numbers of U.S. satellites.
We certainly recognize the importance of
these agreements and the strategic alliances
they represent. In looking at the establish-
ment of new bilateral agreements, such as
the one we believe is proposed between the
U.S. and the Ukraine, we wish to encourage
that careful consideration be given to do-
mestic economic needs; effective enforce-
ment of agreed upon launch quotas and a
monitoring program to assure that Florida
and other states are able to complete equally
with foreign countries.

The State of Florida is committed to
building our space industry’s competitive-
ness and we believe strongly that the com-
mercial launch marketplace offers an excit-
ing transition for companies who are experi-
encing diminishing defense contracts.

Your leadership role on this vital issue will
assist the U.S. commercial launch industry
in receiving the domestic policy support that
is required to increase our international
competitiveness. I appreciate your continued
attention to space industry issues and look
forward to the release of the National Space
Policy.

With kind regards, I am
Sincerely,

LAWTON CHILES.

f

b 1315

BUDGET ROBS STRUGGLING
FAMILIES TO PAY THE RICH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. OLVER] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, in last
month’s continuing resolution agree-
ment, Republicans and the President
committed to a balanced budget which
would include, and I quote, ‘‘tax poli-
cies to help working families.’’ How-
ever, by cutting the earned-income tax
credit, the Republicans’ balanced budg-
et plan raises taxes on over 12 million
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working families whose income is less
than $30,000 per year.

Now, the Republicans like to give the
impression that all earned-income tax
credit recipients are so poor that they
do not pay income taxes, and therefore,
do not deserve a tax credit, however
much such people in such low-income
working categories need it. Mr. Speak-
er, that is simply not true.

The Republican budget actually tar-
gets tax increases to millions of work-
ing families who do pay income taxes,
taxes that are withheld from their
hard-earned paychecks.

Now, the Republicans also claim that
their $500-per-child tax credit makes up
for their cuts to the earned-income tax
credit, but that is not true either. Even
with the child credit, the Republican
plan leaves over 7 million families
poorer.

Now, that is not a tax policy that
helps families; it is one that drives
them toward poverty. It does not pro-
tect children; it threatens them. And it
does not live up to the continuing reso-
lution agreement; it violates that
agreement.

The Republicans even had to violate
their own House rule requiring a three-
fifths majority to raise taxes in order
to pass these tax increases.

It was all to give $245 billion in tax
breaks that go mostly to the fewer
than 10 percent of the wealthiest Amer-
icans who make more than $100,000 a
year, tax breaks so large that they ac-
tually cause the deficit to go up in the
first 2 years of the Republican plan,
and then, after 7 years, the tax break
explodes as far as the eye can see.

So do not believe the Republican plan
when they say they have to raise taxes
on working families to balance the
budget. It is unnecessary. It is unfair.
It is wrong, so we should not do it.

The Republicans should live up to
their agreement to support a budget
that does not rob struggling families to
pay the rich.
f

H.R. 1020 WILL BUST THE BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Nevada
[Mr. ENSIGN] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to talk about H.R. 1020, which
has to do with nuclear waste storage. It
is also called the ‘‘budget buster,’’ be-
cause this bill will indeed bust the
budget. It will bust the budget by over
$4 billion in the next 7 years.

Mr. Speaker, not only is there a prob-
lem with this bill as far as the budget
is concerned; there is also a problem
with this bill as far as safety and as far
as States’ rights are concerned. Let me
address just a few of the points that
this bill fails to address.

First of all, the nuclear waste reposi-
tory was originally put forth in 1982 to
be in the State of Nevada or two other
sites. In 1987, the famous bill that we in
Nevada obviously are very much op-

posed to eliminated the other two sites
from being studied and put it only at
Yucca Mountain. This deep geological
storage area has been being developed
for the last several years.

No good science is being used out
there; this is purely a political process.
But in the process of developing Yucca
Mountain, transportation of the waste
to Yucca Mountain has been studied. It
had to be made safe.

Well, in the process of developing a
safe, reliable way of transporting the
nuclear waste to Nevada, lo and behold,
it was discovered dry cast storage
would also store nuclear waste for the
next 100 years in a very safe, reliable
manner.

We can actually leave this nuclear
waste on site in dry casts for the next
100 years, and if we want to retrieve it,
if we develop technology that allows us
to use this spent nuclear waste, then
we will have it at the sites and be able
to retrieve it very easily. If we bury it
into the ground, we will not be able to
retrieve this waste. Therefore, from an
economic standpoint, it is much cheap-
er to have on-site dry-cast storage.

Yucca Mountain was originally sup-
posed to be $200 to $400 million total. In
recent years now, new studies have
come out where Yucca Mountain will
cost over $30 billion to develop. That is
one of the reasons it is a budget-buster,
$30 billion versus $200 million, and that
is just current estimates. We all know,
10 to 15 years from now, what happens
to government estimates; they always
go up. So how big will this bill be for
the U.S. taxpayer?

Some people say that this is a na-
tional security issue. I want to raise
that point. Some people say that it is
not safe to keep this nuclear waste at
all of these storage facilities around
the country. Well, if that were the
case, why do we not have U.S. troops
guarding these places currently?

This is not a national security issue,
and therefore, it becomes a States’
rights issue. All of these States that
have enjoyed nuclear power over the
years, Nevada not being one of those
States, should have to deal with the
waste, because it is not a national se-
curity issue. Those States that have
benefited from the power and the low-
cost power over the years should pay
and should have that stuff in their
backyard, this nuclear waste Nevada
has never had the benefit of; and there-
fore, it should not be dumped on a
small State just because that small
State only has two Representatives in
the House.

Mr. Speaker, this whole process has
never been based on sound science, has
never been based on economics, but has
been based purely on politics. We in
Nevada understand that everybody
wants to get nuclear waste out of their
backyard and into Nevada’s backyard.
However, we oppose this measure, be-
cause not only will it bust the budget
by over $4 billion, and when we are
looking at potentially $30 billion total
money spent on this deal, the $4 billion

actually becomes a very small number,
but we also oppose this on States’
rights issues.

The 10th amendment clearly states
that those powers not given to the Fed-
eral Government are reserved for the
States and/or the people. Where in the
Constitution does it give, when it is
not dealing with a national security
issue, this Congress the power to ship
nuclear waste to a State that does not
want it? This is a clear violation of the
10th amendment.

Mr. Speaker, let me conclude by say-
ing that political expediency is not
what this new Congress is about. That
is not what we were elected to do. We
were elected to respect the Constitu-
tion, and we were also elected to bal-
ance the budget. H.R. 1020 is a viola-
tion of everything that we were elected
to do.
f

AMERICANS NEED MEDICAID
WORKING FOR THEM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from North
Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON] is recognized
during morning business for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, the as-
sumptions by the Congressional Budget
Office give us greater flexibility in
reaching a budget agreement, and that
is indeed great news. However, we
know we will not be able to use all of
that $135 billion that the Republicans
have found, but one of the places where
in the budget we ought to at least
begin to think about investing those
moneys would be Medicaid. Medicaid
needs those funds for a variety of rea-
sons, because this is the Federal pro-
gram that is indeed provided to provide
health care for the most vulnerable of
our society.

The Republican plan that was re-
jected and vetoed by the President
really ignores the past and hurts senior
citizens; it disregards the present and
neglects the future. It hurts children,
as well as women who suffer under this
program.

If the Republicans have their way,
you must remember that they would
give 245 billion dollars’ worth of tax
cuts, but at the same time, they would
have 163 billion dollars’ worth of cuts
in Medicaid.

Now, those are not really cuts; to use
their words, this is just slowing the
growth. Nevertheless, you would have
$163 billion less resources to provide
health care for the elderly, for chil-
dren, for mothers and the disabled who
need those programs and who are cur-
rently using those programs now.

We should be reminded that some 36
million Americans use Medicaid, and
that is the only health program that
they have available to them; 26 million
of those 36 million people are the very
poor. Of that 36 million, 26 million of
those persons are very poor. They are
children, they are elderly and, again,
they are the disabled.

Again, if the Republican cuts stand,
that would mean that they will
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underfund a block grant to the States,
and those persons who are now covered
by Medicaid, currently covered by Med-
icaid, will now have to compete among
others, if they will be covered at all, in
the year 2002.

So Medicaid as a program, we must
understand, is the underpinning for at
least 26 million very, very poor per-
sons, and at least 36 million Ameri-
cans. Again, who are they? They are
the elderly, they are pregnant women,
they are children, and they are the dis-
abled; no other health care do they
know other than that. So when we re-
duce that by $163 billion over 7 years,
choices will have to be made as to who
will be covered and who will not be
covered.

States will be forced to make some
very difficult decisions with their lim-
ited Medicaid funds. They must choose
now, who will they offer health care?
Which among those who are disabled
now will have a health care and which
will not have health care? Those are
difficult choices to make between peo-
ple you are now serving; and why
should we have to make those difficult
choices when there are other options?
These choices are unnecessary in the
very beginning.

We should remember that when we
created Medicaid in the first instance,
it was indeed to speak to the most vul-
nerable of those who need health care.
This is not to suggest that Medicaid
does not need to be reformed; of course,
containment needs to be made. There
are ways to have cost containment.
There are ways to have better health
care and prevention without denying
people the opportunity of having
health care.

Again, if you have to choose between
$245 billion worth of tax cuts at the
same time by reducing the growth of
$163 billion over 7 years, you will have
to make choices between millions of
disabled persons, thousands of elderly
persons and an unknown number of
persons who are covered as mothers
and children.

In my judgment, that is no choice, no
choice whatsoever. Again, the Presi-
dent has offered a plan that cuts Med-
icaid by one-third as much as the Re-
publican plan and yet balances the
budget, cuts Medicaid by one-third as
much and balances the budget. But
more important than that, he main-
tains Medicaid as a Federal program,
as entitlement to the people, not to the
States, where the Republican plan
would be an entitlement to the States.
They would say, States, you have a
right to this program, not people, not
those 36 million people.

We will now be saying, North Caro-
lina, California, Montana, whatever,
States, you have that right, not people
who live in the State.

So the President’s plan would pre-
serve Medicaid as a federally sponsored
program that would be provided for
those who are least among us and the
poor.

Medicaid is indeed an important pro-
gram. We need to know how to make it

more efficient; we need to make sure
we serve as many people as we can.

Again, Medicaid as a block grant
with no guarantee of health coverage
whatsoever will mean that children
and older Americans may have no place
to turn. Indeed, America can do better
than that. America can find a way to
keep this entitlement for all of its citi-
zens.
f

b 1330

WHY WE NEED A BALANCED
BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH] is
recognized during morning business for
5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, for the first day during the budget
negotiations to try to come to a com-
promise for a balanced budget, the ad-
ministration and Congress, I think,
have made some progress. Maybe some
of the hopefulness is in what has been
suggested, that the CBO has estimated
now that approximately $135 billion
extra will be available in their new
baseline, and that means the dif-
ferences are less in the dollar amount
between the House and Senate.

Here is one problem, though, in the
CBO estimate of their prediction of a
somewhat rosier economy in the next 3
or 4 years. That is the fact that it is ex-
actly that, it is 3 or 4 years. The pro-
jection in the fifth, sixth, and seventh
year is so ambiguous that that is not
where additional revenues coming into
the Government are coming from.

Therefore, when you decide the social
programs that are going to be contin-
ued and expanded, when you decide the
entitlement programs that are going to
be continued and expanded, you have
to take into consideration what is
going to happen the fifth, sixth, and
seventh year. Those issues still need to
be addressed today.

I particularly am very concerned
about what happened on November 15
when the President disinvested the so-
called G fund and the thrift savings
fund as well as the civil service retire-
ment trust fund for a total of $61 bil-
lion.

Congress, who is given the authority
in article 1, section 8, of the Constitu-
tion to control borrowing, has now had
some of that power taken away from
them by an administration that has
found a special way to increase the
debt load of this country by raiding the
trust funds, $61 billion.

It took this country the first 160
years of its existence, through Pearl
Harbor, into World War II, before we
had amassed that kind of a $60 billion
debt. In one fell swoop, the President
and Mr. Rubin increased the debt load
of this country another $61 billion.

What I would suggest is that it is im-
portant to try to regain control of
spending in this country and the debt
ceiling in this country.

Mr. Rubin suggests, well, once we
have appropriated the money, it is the
responsibility of Congress to come up
with whatever is necessary in addi-
tional borrowing authority to pay off
those debts.

Here is what is being left out of the
discussion, Mr. Speaker. It is the fact
that most of the spending, most of the
cuts to achieve a balanced budget are
coming from the entitlement changes.
Since a majority in Congress can no
longer reduce spending through the en-
titlement programs without the con-
sent of the President, we have lost
some of our authority to control the
purse strings of this country. So it is
very appropriate to tie the debt ceiling
limit to conditions of changing the en-
titlement programs of this country, to
try to have the U.S. Government live
within its means.

We need to remind ourselves what we
are talking about in terms of what bor-
rowing is doing to our economy and the
obligation that that is passing on to
our kids and our grandkids.

We are borrowing money now because
we think what we are doing and the
problems that we face are so important
that it justifies us going deeper into
debt and telling our kids and our
grandkids that they are going to have
to pay back this debt out of money
they have not even earned yet. They
are going to have their own problems.

Most people conceptually say, well,
yes, Government should try to live
within its means and balance its budg-
et. The fact is, is that it has such an
impact, not only on our moral obliga-
tions of what we pass on to our kids as
far as increasing their obligation and
problems, but also its effect on our
economy.

Alan Greenspan, our chief banker of
this country, head of the Federal Re-
serve, came into our Budget Commit-
tee and said, ‘‘Look, if you are able to
end up with a balanced budget, interest
rates will go down between 11⁄2 and 2
percent.’’

Two weeks ago, he went to the Sen-
ate Banking and Financial Services
Committee and said, ‘‘Look, if you do
not end up with a balanced budget, in-
terest rates could go up another 1 per-
cent,’’ a dramatic difference in the ef-
fect of our individual lives, on how
much it costs us to buy a home or bor-
row money to go to school or buy a car.

Let me just say that it is so impor-
tant to our future, to our economy, to
our well-being in this country and the
well-being of our kids, that we have got
to have a legitimate balanced budget,
and I sincerely hope the administration
and Congress will get together and
achieve that particular goal of a real,
no smoke-and-mirrors balanced budget.

f

RESPONSIBILITY AND ACCOUNT-
ABILITY FOR MEMBERS OF CON-
GRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
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12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] is recognized
during morning business for 5 minutes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, it is
with great pain that I come to this
House floor as the senior woman in this
House to discuss what I watched yes-
terday in the press conference coming
from Salt Lake City by our colleague.
No, I am not here to talk about shed-
ding tears. I have been one to shed
tears. In fact, if Members of Congress
had corporate sponsors like race car
drivers do, my corporate sponsor would
probably be Kleenex. But I am here to
remind this body that shedding tears
does not shed us of our responsibilities
that we take when we assume this very
solemn task of stewardship for the peo-
ple in our district when they send us
here to represent them.

I watched and was terribly troubled,
because I think it is time we as Mem-
bers of this body realize that when we
get elected, we are the ones that get
elected. Our spouses do not get elected.
Our staffs do not get elected. If we
choose to delegate some authority to
our spouses or to our staffs, then we
must stand and take the responsibility
for that delegation. Because only our
name is on that ballot, and that ballot
is a very, very sacred act in the democ-
racy. When you vote for a person, you
are to get that person or that person’s
judgment, and that is all we have that
holds representative government to-
gether.

So as I watched yesterday and I
heard the many explanations, I was
even further troubled by the expla-
nation that, even though everybody
knows none of us are allowed to receive
more than $1,000 to campaign with
from either a spouse or a family mem-
ber or a friend or anybody. No one is
allowed to receive more than $1,000.
You can only spend more than that if
it happens to be your own money.

And so hearing that, ‘‘Oh, well, I did
it but, you see, you cannot give an
election back, so on with the show.’’

Well, you may not be able to give an
election back, but I must say you can
step down. You can step down. If any
American went out and procured items
with illegally-gotten money and that
was discovered, they would have to
give it back. They would have to give
it back. You can never undo what was
wrong, but you try to make rec-
ompense.

I think we have these laws that we
either honor or, if we are going to ig-
nore them, find out about them later
and say, ‘‘So be it,’’ it does not work.
It does not work.

Saying that you signed blank state-
ments and you are very sorry that they
filled them in, hey, let us see the aver-
age American be able to use that de-
fense with the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice: ‘‘I just signed a blank 1040. Some-
one filled it in, and I did not really
mean to do it.’’ That does not work.
None of us are allowed to delegate our
citizen responsibility, our representa-
tive responsibility, unless we are will-

ing to stand and take the consequences
for it.

So I think in this society where there
has been so much talk about people
trying to become victims and ‘‘Because
I am a victim, therefore I am not re-
sponsible,’’ that does not work.

This great democracy only works if
every one of us stands up and takes re-
sponsibility for what we undertook and
takes responsibility for being the cap-
tain of our own ship and our own lives.

So it is with great pain that I say
these things today, because obviously
my colleague has been very hurt and
been very hurt in love, which many
people can be hurt. But that does not
give people an excuse to walk away
from their duties or to overlook all the
different things that went on that
should have been warning signals, and
I do not think we should allow that to
be used in this case, either.

So I hope all of us take that seri-
ously, think about our responsibility
seriously and wonder how in the world
this democracy can ever work if we
allow people to be able to shed tears
and be able to shed responsibility, or
claim victimhood and therefore shed
responsibility.

Responsibility is not another layer of
skin like a snake has, and you can just
say, ‘‘Oops, I am out of there, I am
someone new.’’

No, we must be held accountable for
our acts. That is the very, very basis of
this Government. And yesterday for me
was a very sad day.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12, rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until 2:30
p.m.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 41 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until 2 p.m.

f

b 1430

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. EWING) at 2 o’clock and 30
minutes p.m.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT OF INTENTION TO
OFFER PRIVILEGED RESOLUTION
PROVIDING FOR THE EXPULSION
OF REPRESENTATIVE WALTER
R. TUCKER III, FROM THE HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, pursuant to clause 2(a)(1) of rule IX
of the House of Representatives, I here-
by give notice of my intention to offer
a resolution which raises a question of
the privileges of the House. The form of
the resolution is as follows:

A resolution providing for the expulsion of
Representative Walter R. Tucker, III from
the House. Resolved, That pursuant to article
I, section 5, clause 2 of the United States
Constitution, Representative Walter R.

Tucker, III, be, and he hereby is expelled,
from the House of Representatives.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will announce scheduling of that
privileged resolution within 2 legisla-
tive days.

f

PRINTING OF PROCEEDINGS HAD
DURING RECESS

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the proceed-
ings had during the recess be printed in
the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain fifteen 1-minutes
on each side.

f

SECRETARY OF ENERGY MISUSES
PUBLIC FUNDS

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, more
than a month ago I came to this floor
and called upon President Clinton to
dismiss the Secretary of Energy, Hazel
O’Leary. I said that she should not re-
main in office for even 1 more day after
we learned of her use of public funds to
rank news reporters based on their
treatment of her.

But, Mr. Speaker, while the White
House condemned her conduct the
President allowed Secretary O’Leary to
remain and to continue spending public
funds. Now we learn that she has
soaked the taxpayers for millions more
by living the high life on foreign jun-
kets—while padding the payroll here at
home.

Half a million dollars for a trip to
Pakistan? Unbelievable. $850,000 for a
trip to China? That’s an outrage. No
wonder this administration has such
difficulty swallowing a balanced budg-
et and letting taxpayers keep more of
their own money. Cabinet status ought
not entitle one to take a perpetual
five-star vacation at taxpayer expense.
Instead of dismissing these concerns,
this time the President ought to dis-
miss Secretary O’Leary.

f

FULL FUNDING FOR LIHEAP

(Mr. MOAKLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, winters
in Massachusetts can get pretty cold.
This Sunday, with the windchill, it
went down to below zero—and we’re
not even half way into December.

These low temperatures mean that a
lot of homes can get dangerously cold
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in the winter—especially if families
have trouble paying high heating bills.

That’s why the Home Energy Assist-
ance Program, known as LIHEAP, is so
important and that’s why 180 of my
colleagues and I are going to do every-
thing we can to make sure it isn’t
eliminated. We’ve written a letter ask-
ing for full funding for LIHEAP.

Mr. Speaker, I would tell my col-
leagues who may vote to kill
LIHEAP—It’s cold out there. The rich
don’t need another tax break. Please
keep the heat on.
f

PROTECT THE FUTURE—SUPPORT
THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, the Dallas Cowboys are losing
and the American people are also los-
ing as long as our President puts his
priority on spending. The simple truth
remains: The President is against a
balanced budget because he wants to
spend more taxpayer dollars to expand
the size and scope of the Government.

The proof is in the details. The Presi-
dent’s first and second budgets would
leave huge deficits. The President’s
third budget spends an additional $400
billion, does not balance, and raises
your taxes.

Our President is still the same old
tax and spend liberal.

That’s why House Republicans are
standing firm for a balanced budget
that ends deficit spending and pre-
serves America’s future. A budget that
ensures prosperity, ensures stability,
and ensures freedom for all Americans.
Protect the future—support the Repub-
lican balanced budget.
f

DONALD EUGENE WEBB SHOULD
BE BROUGHT TO JUSTICE

(Mr. KLINK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, 15 years
ago last Monday I was a young tele-
vision reporter in a small town called
Saxonburg, PA, which now happens to
be in my congressional district. I was
there because in the middle of the
afternoon the police chief in that small
town, Gregory Adams, was murdered.
He was beaten and he was shot with his
own gun; and today the perpetrator of
that heinous crime remains free.

His name is Donald Eugene Webb,
and he is either in the enviable or
unenviable position of being on the
FBI’s 10 Most Wanted list a record
amount of times. In 15 years neither
the FBI nor any other law enforcement
agency has seen Donald Eugene Webb,
even though the full efforts of the
Pennsylvania State Police and the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation have been
extended.

Webb has been named fugitive of the
week by Pennsylvania Crime Stoppers.

His story has been told on ‘‘America’s
Most Wanted,’’ on ‘‘Unsolved Mys-
teries,’’ and no one who has seen any of
these shows has seen Donald Eugene
Webb.

Mr. Webb’s family, including two
sons who were infants and who are now
young teenage men, deserve an answer.
His widow has since remarried and de-
serves an answer. The people of
Saxonburg, PA, and all of law enforce-
ment deserve to have an answer, and
deserve to have Donald Eugene Webb
brought to justice.
f

SAVE THE AMERICAN DREAM

(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker,
while there are some significant dif-
ferences between the Republican Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1995 and President
Clinton’s unbalanced budget act of
1995, both sides in the debate agree
that we should spend significantly
more on Medicare each year.

Now, the difference between the in-
creased spending in President Clinton’s
budget and our budget over the next 7
years is, get this, less than 2 percent.
So where is the fight?

Under the Republican budget, Medi-
care spending grows from $178 billion
to $289 billion by the year 2002, and
spending per senior grows from $4,800
to $7,100 by the year 2002.

Under the President’s budget, Medi-
care spending starts out at $178 billion,
just like under the Republican plan,
and increases to $294 billion by the
year 2002. Spending per senior citizen
increases from $4,800, again just like
the Republican budget, up to $7,245, a
pinch less than 2 percent over the Re-
publican plan. So again I ask, where is
the beef? Where is the problem?

Mr. Speaker, it is time that the
President stop using imaginary Medi-
care spending cuts as an excuse for not
balancing this budget. It is time for
him to help the Republican majority
put our House in order and save the
American dream for the next genera-
tion.
f

TAXES, TAXES, TAXES

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, how
can America be bankrupt? There are
airport taxes, highway taxes, excise
taxes, estate taxes, gas taxes, property
taxes, income taxes, sales taxes, luxury
taxes, nanny taxes, old taxes, new
taxes, hidden taxes, inheritance taxes;
there is even now a tax called a sin tax.
I say to my colleagues, no wonder the
American people are taxed off.

The truth is that Congress as a Con-
gress that taxes everything ultimately
will tax freedom and will not balance
anything. What is next? A budget tax?

Is it any wonder that the American
people are saying, kiss my taxes?

Beam me up, Mr. Speaker. I yield
back the balance of my taxes.
f

THREE BUDGETS FOR CONGRESS
(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, the third
time is a charm, right? Well, not for
this President. Last week he tried,
once again, to lay out a balanced budg-
et plan. Unfortunately, the President
missed the mark by well, $400 billion.

The simple fact is, the only budget
proposal proposed thus far that bal-
ances the budget in 7 years, cuts taxes
for working families, saves Medicare
from bankruptcy, and reforms welfare
is the Balanced Budget Act of 1995
which President Clinton vetoed last
week.

The President has now presented
three budgets to Congress, well, one
budget and two sets of talking points;
yet none of them comes into balance.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for the Presi-
dent to keep the promise he made 23
days ago: Balance the budget in 7 years
using honest numbers. There is only
one person standing between the Amer-
ican people and a balanced budget, and
that one person is Bill Clinton.
f

COUNTDOWN TO SHUTDOWN
(Ms. NORTON asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, this is
day four of the countdown to shut-
down. It no longer looks as if shutdown
lies ahead for the Federal Government.
A CR until January sometime is more
likely. For the District of Columbia, a
CR is only marginally better than a
shutdown.

Mr. Speaker, you cannot run a com-
plicated city on a month-to-month
basis. It makes it almost impossible to
make rational management and finan-
cial decisions.

Thanks to a bipartisan bill, the D.C.
Fiscal Protection Act, D.C. may be
spared this new atrocity; the sub-
committee will mark up a bill tomor-
row. The full committee has waived ju-
risdiction, indicating how important it
is to allow the District of Columbia to
spend its own money. Yes, its own
money; 85 percent of the money in our
appropriation is raised from District
taxpayers.

Community leaders representing
those taxpayers met with me in a town
meeting last night. They are the inno-
cent bystanders. They say that there
could be no greater waste than forcing
the District to pay employees on a CR
basis. Free the D.C. 85 percent.
f

DO NOT BALANCE THE BUDGET ON
BACKS OF SENIOR CITIZENS

(Mr. STUPAK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, as we
begin to consider how to balance the
budget this week, we must remember
people. Let us not balance the budget
on the backs of our senior citizens.

We do not need $245 billion in tax
breaks for the wealthiest 1 percent of
this country and for large corpora-
tions. We must keep in mind what our
decisions do to ordinary people.

One of my citizens recently wrote to
me, and if I can quote from that letter:

We used all of our life savings on Medicare
and doctor bills for our golden years and now
we are on Medicaid. If it were not for the
help from Medicaid, we would both die.
Please help us and do not let the Republicans
take this away from us, because I am so
afraid of this happening. With all of our med-
ical problems, we still carry our high insur-
ance, even though I have to borrow the
money from family, and they really do not
have it to give. And our insurance stops at
65. Then where will we be? Please help us.

Let us help the ordinary citizens of
this country. Let us repeal the tax
breaks for the wealthiest and the large
corporations of this country. Let us
put people first and not corporate wel-
fare first.
f

REPUBLICAN BUDGET PUNISHES
POOR CHILDREN

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, when it
comes to taking care of children, the
Gingrich welfare reform bill says, if
you are a poor kid, do not get sick. Be-
cause we learned today that the Speak-
er does not have any qualms about tak-
ing away children’s health insurance.
In fact, his welfare reform bill takes
Medicaid from AFDC recipients.

This hits home to me, because 28
years ago I was forced to go on welfare
to provide my three children with the
medical coverage and the health cov-
erage they needed through Medicaid. I
know what it is like to lie awake at
night, worried to death that one of my
children might get sick.

Mr. Speaker, I will not stand by
quietly as the Speaker of the House
tries to force this agony on other
mothers, other mothers who are trying
so hard to do what is best for their
children.

Mr. Speaker, welfare reform is not
supposed to be about punishing poor
children. It is about improving their
lives by giving their parents the edu-
cation, the job training and the child
care needed to get a job so that they
can stay off welfare permanently.
f

b 1445

LET US GET THE JOB DONE

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, let
me remind people one more time that
September 30 was the end of the fiscal
year, and we did not get our job done.
Now to be talking about shutting down
Government because we did not do our
job is absolutely outrageous. The only
people that get hurt by this are the
taxpayers. They are going to pay more
and get less, which is absolutely the in-
verse of what they want. They would
like to pay less and get more. So we
got it wrong.

Now, we ought to move on these
bills, get them done, get our work
done. It is so late, if any other Amer-
ican had their work that late, they
would be fired.

Then we ought to move on to getting
this budget put together. It is not
about whether we are going to have a
balanced budget in 7 years. Both sides
agree to that. It is whether we are
going to have a huge tax cut for the
rich that has been called the crown
jewel of the contract.

Well, I am not sure with a country
that runs this kind of deficit we need
to be giving out jewels to the rich.
That is what it is all about. Keep that
focus, get the work done, and for heav-
en’s sakes, get this body out of here for
the holidays.
f

DEMOCRATS WILL PROTECT
SENIORS AND STUDENTS

(Mr. HILLIARD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, at a
time when the Republicans continue to
cut, slash, and rip almost all of the
programs designed for our seniors and
our children, the country should know
that the Democrats in this Congress
are fighting the extreme forces of
right-wing radicals.

While our Republican colleagues
have chosen to serve the special inter-
ests of the rich by their sponsorship of
the greedy and selfish $245 billion tax
break for the wealthy, we Democrats
are fighting for the many programs
that are vital to working Americans.
We Democrats are fighting to preserve
Medicare, which will cost over $450,000
loss to one hospital, Baptist Princeton
in my district, from now and each year
thereafter until the year 2002.

While we are fighting to preserve
Medicaid, the Republicans are cutting
long-term and acute care all across
this country. While we are fighting to
preserve education, the Republicans
are cutting math programs, reading
programs, Head Start, and other job-re-
lated programs.

Mr. Speaker, it should be obvious
that the Democrats are fighting for the
working men and women of America
and the Republicans are fighting to
serve their rich masters.
f

BALANCED BUDGET SHOULD
PROTECT MEDICAID

(Mr. OLVER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, in the
budget continuing resolution the Gov-
ernment is operating under, Repub-
licans committed to a balanced budget
that must provide adequate funding for
Medicaid.

But by slashing Medicaid by $163 bil-
lion, their budget plan threatens the
health security of disabled and elderly
Americans and the income security of
the families who love them.

The Republican plan completely
eliminates the guarantee of long-term
care.

It allows the States to go after every
penny—and every piece of property—
held by families of those who need
nursing care.

And all to give $245 billion in tax
breaks mostly to the very wealthiest
among us.

Republicans should live up to their
agreement and support a budget that
protects Medicaid, rather than obliter-
ating it.
f

BOSNIA PEACEKEEPING MISSION
DESERVES SUPPORT

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, over the
weekend, I joined a fact-finding trip to
Bosnia. I left with strong reservations
about our military mission there, but I
have returned with the knowledge that
our troops are ready and our mission is
clear. I have also returned with a belief
that we have a moral obligation to do
what only a U.S.-led force can do: Keep
the peace.

One of the highlights of our trip was
a stopover in Germany to visit with
American troops who will be deployed
in the coming weeks. While there, I had
a chance to speak with a young soldier
from New London, CT, Pvt. Jarion
Clarke. Private Clarke told me that he
is well trained, has faith in his leaders,
and believes in the United States mis-
sion in Bosnia.

I asked Private Clarke what I could
do for him: ‘‘Tell the American people
that we are ready and we need their
support,’’ he said. So, that is the mes-
sage I bring. Our soldiers need our sup-
port. They deserve our support. The
peace-keeping mission in Bosnia de-
serves our support.
f

SUPPORT THE TROOPS IN BOSNIA
(Mr. HASTINGS of Florida asked and

was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I wish to echo the sentiments
of the previous speaker, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO). I, too, was on that mission.
I, too, had serious reservations of going
into the Balkans. We covered five
countries in 4 days in that weekend pe-
riod with a bipartisan delegation of
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outstanding Members of this U.S.
House of Representatives.

I came back most impressed with
Snuffy Smith, the admiral, and Gen-
eral Crouch, who have charge of our
troops. These men know what they are
doing. These troops are ready; they are
well trained. It is not risk-free, but the
western alliance and America’s status
in this world is at stake in this matter.

One person said something that will
last with me forever, and that is that
the people in the Balkans need a period
of decency.

I have never seen such devastation as
we saw in Sarajevo. I ask of this House
when we consider, if we do, any resolu-
tion, that we take into consideration
the immense need to support the
troops of the United States of America.

f

NOT A BALANCED BUDGET

(Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, in today’s USA Today on page
7 is an ad that contains the following
advertisement where the National Re-
publican Party offers a million dollars
to the first citizen who can prove that
the following statement is false: ‘‘In
November 1995, the U.S. House and
Senate passed a balanced budget bill.’’
Then it goes on to talk about the in-
creases in spending for Medicare.

In November 1995 the House and Sen-
ate passed a budget bill that increases
the annual operating deficit of this
country by $33 billion. You see, next
year’s annual operating deficit will be
$296 billion, of which $118 billion will be
stolen from the trust funds that you
good people are paying into on your
Social Security and other programs.

That is not a balanced budget. Mr.
Barber, you can write the check care of
the University of Southern Mississippi
scholarship fund. You are out $1 mil-
lion.

f

DISCHARGING COMMITTEE ON
WAYS AND MEANS AND
REREFERRAL TO COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE OF H.R. 2415, TIMO-
THY C. McCAGHREN CUSTOMS
ADMINISTRATIVE BUILDING

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent the Committee on
Ways and Means be discharged from
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2415) to
designate the U.S. Customs Adminis-
trative Building at the Ysleta/Zaragosa
Port of Entry located at 797 South
Ysleta in El Paso, Texas, as the ‘‘Timo-
thy C. McCaghren Customs Adminis-
trative Building,’’ and that the bill be
rereferred to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland?

There was no objection.

CORRECTIONS CALENDAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). This is the day for the call of
the Corrections Calendar.

The Clerk will call the first bill on
the Corrections Calendar.

f

REPEALING SACCHARIN NOTICE
REQUIREMENT

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1787)
to amend the Federal Food, Drug and
Cosmetic Act to repeal the saccharin
notice requirement.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:
H.R. 1787

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. NOTICE REQUIREMENT REPEAL.

Section 403 of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 343) is amended by
striking paragraph (p).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS] and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. WAXMAN]
each will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS].

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. BILIRAKIS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 1787, legisla-
tion to repeal an unnecessary sac-
charin notice requirement that, with
the passage of time, has become redun-
dant and unnecessary.

In 1977 Congress passed a law pre-
venting FDA from banning the use of
saccharin. As an interim measure, the
law required stores that sold products
containing saccharin to post warnings
until package labeling would include
the required warning.

As warnings are now on all packages
containing saccharin, there is no rea-
son to maintain an unnecessary warn-
ing requirement. Eliminating this re-
quirement will save retailers—and ulti-
mately consumers—from unnecessary
compliance costs.

I want to commend the sponsors of
this legislation for bringing this bill
forward, especially the gentleman from
California [Mr. BILBRAY]. I also want to
commend the Speaker’s Advisory
Group on Corrections that includes the
ranking member of the Health and En-
vironment Subcommittee that identi-
fied this bill as a candidate for the Cor-
rections Calendar.

I thank my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle for their support of this
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
legislation. It is a good candidate for
the Corrections Day Calendar because
this bill would correct a provision in
law that requires the posting of a

warning sign about the potential dan-
gers of saccharin which is really no
longer necessary. It was put into the
original law dealing with saccharin at
a time when we thought there ought to
be a warning until such time as the
label itself on the product contained
the information to advise consumers.

I think that the gentleman from
California [Mr. BILBRAY], my friend
and colleague, is to be commended for
bringing this issue to our attention.
This is a bill that no one should dis-
agree with. It is correcting a problem.
I think that it is overdue. I would urge
support for this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr.
BILBRAY].

(Mr. BILBRAY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 1787. First, I would like
to begin by thanking the gentleman
from California [Mr. COX] and the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
BURR], who joined me in introducing
this common sense correction bill back
in June.

Also, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
thank the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
BILIRAKIS] and the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. BLILEY], who have guided
this bill through subcommittee and
committee and brought it to this proc-
ess of corrections day with the support
of the gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs.
VUCANOVICH].

The focus of this bill’s correction is a
classic example of the need of the cor-
rection day and the intent that was
stated by the Speaker in the days that
he introduced it. This bill is a good ex-
ample of how we can streamline exist-
ing law and make more sensible, effec-
tive law out of a system that needs up-
dating.

H.R. 1787 will eliminate a once-need-
ed but now unnecessary regulation
while continuing to provide consumer
information and protection to small
business owners and consumers alike.

The need for this bill, Mr. Speaker,
became apparent last year when 54 re-
tail companies in California were
served a complaint under the State’s
bounty hunter statute. This complaint
alleged that the stores had failed to
maintain a saccharin warning sign in
violation of Federal law. In April of
this year, more than 20 supermarket
companies in North Carolina were
threatened with lawsuits for failure to
have the warning signs posted.

Mr. Speaker, many of these stores
that are affected are mom-and-pop op-
erations and the signs might have got
lost, might have been stolen, could
have fallen behind the charcoal bri-
quettes in the front of the store. They
may have even been unaware that the
regulation existed at all.
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In any event, I think we can agree

that a lawsuit on this ground would
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qualify as ridiculous. H.R. 1787 removes
this threat from small retailers around
the country while continuing to re-
quire the consumer warnings continue
to be placed on the packages of the
products that contain saccharine.

Mr. Speaker, I have here a letter
which underscores the need of H.R.
1787, which I would ask to be included
in the RECORD, and it describes the
writer’s intent to sue a food store
chain for $2.5 million for violating the
saccharine warning notice require-
ment, and I quote from that letter:
‘‘for the direct endangerment of my
personal health over the years.’’

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say my
friend and colleague, the gentleman
from California [Mr. WAXMAN], who
originally wrote the law, has reviewed
my bill and agrees that while the warn-
ing notice requirement served its pur-
pose in 1977, it is no longer required in
1995. I appreciate the support of the
gentleman from California [Mr. WAX-
MAN], his sense of historical perspec-
tive and the strong bipartisan support
of my colleagues from this sensible and
noncontroversial bill.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I need to say
the American people want to see more
bipartisan support, more bipartisan co-
operation across the aisle, and they
also want us to be brave enough to do
what is best no matter which side
brings up a good idea. Mr. Speaker,
this is one of those things that needs to
be improved. The original author rec-
ognizes that the time has passed for
this regulation to be in force, and I ask
the rest of the House to join with the
gentleman from California [Mr. WAX-
MAN] and this gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BILBRAY] in correcting a prob-
lem that should not be allowed to exist
any further and also to prove that bi-
partisan support and cooperation is for
the benefit of the American people
who, after all, we all represent here in
the people’s House.

Mr. Speaker, the letter is submitted
for the RECORD, as follows:

To whom it may concern: I , Herein
wish to submit my intentions to file suit
against the following food store chains. For
the sum of $2.5 million dollars each. For the
direct endangerment to my personal health
over the years, through the consumption of
hazardous products, and through the non
compliance of the F.D.A. regulation 21–
101.11. However, after speaking with an at-
torney in regards to this matter, it was sug-
gested that I may have other opsections
available such as (2) Reporting this to the
commissioner of the F.D.A. (3) Report to the
T.V., and news media how all 22 of the major
food chains in the Wilmington area, Some
how over looked an FDA public health warn-
ing regulation for years. Or, (4) Submit this
letter to all the food chains or stores in-
volved and hope to come to some kind of dis-
creet, and brief respective financial com-
pensation regarding this matter, on my be-
half, without involving the F.D.A. or the
publics opinion. Inclosed is a list of the
stores, that are currently in direct violation
of code 21–101.11 of the F.D.A. regulations.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs.
VUCANOVICH].

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank Mr. BILIRAKIS and Chair-
man BLILEY for all their hard work to
see that we have these two bills on the
floor for consideration today. The cor-
rections process is dependent on the co-
operation of the authorizing commit-
tees. Mr. BLILEY and his staff, and Mr.
BILIRAKIS and his staff have been very
cooperative and have really been key
to the success of corrections day. I
would also like to thank Congressman
WAXMAN, a member of our corrections
day process, who has spoken in support
of H.R. 1787. H.R. 1787 will repeal a du-
plicative saccharin labeling require-
ment. This bill is so simple and makes
so much sense it is a wonder we even
have to spend time to discuss it, but
unless we act this relic of a law will re-
main on the books causing financial
hardship to thousands of small busi-
nesses.

The substance of the bill has already
been explained, and there is not a lot
one can say without belaboring the ob-
vious. So, I will restrict my comments
to the need for speedy passage of this
bill.

The other body has several bills
which have passed this House without
any objection under the corrections
calendar. in fact, including the two
bills which will pass today, we have
sent 11 pieces of corrections legislation
to the other body in less than 5
months. All but one of those 11 bills
passed the House by voice vote or with-
out opposition. Working in a bi-par-
tisan fashion and with the help of our
committee chairmen this House has
made corrections day successful. It is
my hope that before we leave for the
Christmans break we can have all of
these bills on the President’s desk.

I am calling on the other body to
take up these bills as quickly as pos-
sible. If there are disagreements, we
can work them out, but let’s not delay
these much needed corrections any
longer.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
compliment my colleagues on identifying a re-
dundancy in Federal law and working together
to eliminate it. As has been stated, current law
requires grocery stores to post a notice on the
potential dangers of saccharin in addition to
the labeling of the food product itself. Clearly,
one notice is enough.

I am concerned, though, that down the line
the remaining notice requirement will be re-
pealed even though it is a necessary
consumer protection. Let me tell you why.

Today, in Federal law, there is a require-
ment that private insurance companies provide
notice to Medicare beneficiaries if a health in-
surance policy they are selling duplicates
Medicare benefits. In the Republican Medicare
plan, this notification requirement is elimi-
nated.

Again, under the Republican Medicare plan
a notification requirement is to be eliminated
that alerts Medicare beneficiaries that a policy
they are considering purchasing may duplicate
insurance coverage they already have under
Medicare. The notification requirement isn’t a
second notice that is eliminated. There is only
one requirement of notification, and it is to be
repealed.

Let me walk-through why I am raising a
word of caution today regarding H.R. 1787.
Current Medicare law states that:

It is unlawful for a person to sell or issue
[to a Medicare beneficiary] a health insur-
ance policy with the knowledge that the pol-
icy duplicates health benefits to which the
person is entitled under Medicare . . . unless
there is disclosed in a prominent manner the
extent to which benefits under the policy du-
plicate Medicare benefits.

This simple notice saves senior citizens
from wasting millions of dollars each year on
what one consumer organization has de-
scribed as ‘‘illusory policies which pay out little
or nothing to Medicare beneficiaries.’’

In contrast to the action taken today with
H.R. 325 in full public view, buried in the Re-
publican Medicare bill that passed the Con-
gress last month was a provision that deletes
this important notification requirement. Why?

There are a few well-heeled insurance com-
panies that sell these disease specific, or
dread-disease policies, and they have an in-
terest in having ignorant consumers. And they
have an interest—a stockholder share you
might say—in the new Republican majority.
These insurance companies expect a return
on their investments. To give them that return,
the interests of elderly Americans were
brushed aside and the notification requirement
was erased.

To protect Americans from similar anti-
consumer actions in the future by the Repub-
lican majority, maybe we need to maintain two
of everything in Federal law. When at some
point down the line Republicans need to pro-
vide a sweetener for a particular special inter-
est, they can delete one provision but leave
the second one intact so consumers can
maintain needed consumer protections.

I am not opposed to the bill we are consid-
ering today. By passing H.R. 1787, we will
eliminate a redundancy but maintain a notice
that is a necessary consumer protection. The
notice to Medicare beneficiaries warning them
that they are being sold a worthless or near-
worthless insurance policy also is worthy of
maintaining.

In fact, in opposing the Republican Medi-
care effort the National Association of Insur-
ance Commissioners stated that the Repub-
lican Medicare bill ‘‘would strip seniors of the
protections afforded by the disclosure state-
ment.’’

Again, I’d like to compliment the work of Mr.
WAXMAN and Mr. BLILEY on bringing H.R. 1787
to the floor but reiterate my word of caution
that we not go to the extreme as was done in
case of Medicare. Despite what well-heeled
lobbyists may say, ignorance is not bliss. Igno-
rance can be dangerous to consumers.

Luckily for Medicare beneficiaries, we have
a Democratic President in the White House
who has made a commitment to protect the
physical and financial health of the seniors of
America. He has vetoed the Republican Medi-
care bill. Now, their damaging special-interest
provisions can be eliminated and consumer
protections maintained.

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, I wish to ex-
press my strong support for this legislation
and commend the gentlemen from California
and North Carolina for their work on this mat-
ter. I believe this bill provides a realistic frame-
work for reforming the saccharin notification
regulations placed on groceries, while also
protecting the public’s health and need to
know.
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Back in the late seventies, when diet-con-

science Americans were guzzling Tab soda
and putting Sweet and Low in their iced tea,
it became important that consumers become
aware of any health threats posed by the use
of saccharin. Today, however, we are facing a
situation in which saccharin has not only been
replaced as the main sweetening agent, but
labels identifying its use dot the labels of all
products that contain it.

H.R. 1787 recognizes that now that market
and health forces have diminished the use of
saccharin in food and drink, there is no longer
a need for information overkill on this subject.
This legislation simply allows grocery stores
the chance to back away from the requirement
of posting warning signs in their stores about
saccharin’s potential health effects. I believe
this prudent progression will still allow con-
sumers the appropriate warning of their favor-
ite product’s labels, while at the same time re-
move this bothersome requirement from our
Nation’s many grocery stores, from the
Kroger’s to the Mutach Food Market in Mar-
blehead, OH.

While you can lead a horse to water, Mr.
Speaker, you cannot make it drink. While all of
us would prefer a risk-free society, it just is not
possible. People who are worried about their
health will read labels and warnings signs no
matter how numerous or large they are. I be-
lieve H.R. 1787 recognizes this fact and hope-
fully will end the new rash of nuisance law-
suits springing up in this country over this mat-
ter. I urge all my colleagues to support this
bill.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Pursuant to the rule, the pre-
vious question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and (three-
fifths having voted in favor thereof)
the bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 1787, the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
f

EMPLOYER TRIP REDUCTION
PROGRAMS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 325) to
amend the Clean Air Act to provide for
an optional provision for the reduction
of work-related vehicle trips and miles
travelled in ozone nonattainment areas

designated as severe, and for other pur-
poses.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:
H.R. 325

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. OPTIONAL EMPLOYER MANDATED

TRIP REDUCTION.
Section 182(d)(1)(b) of the Clean Air Act is

amended by to read as follows:
‘‘(B) The State may also, in its discretion,

submit a revision at any time requiring em-
ployers in such area to implement programs
to reduce work-related vehicle trips and
miles travelled by employees. Such revision
shall be developed in accordance with guid-
ance issued by the Administrator pursuant
to section 108(f) and may require that em-
ployers in such area increase average pas-
senger occupancy per vehicle in commuting
trips between home and the workplace dur-
ing peak travel periods. The guidance of the
Administrator may specify average vehicle
occupancy rates which vary for locations
within a nonattainment area (suburban, cen-
ter city, business district) or among non-
attainment areas reflecting existing occu-
pancy rates and the availability of high oc-
cupancy modes. The revision may require
employers subject to a vehicle occupancy re-
quirement to submit a compliance plan to
demonstrate compliance with the require-
ments of this paragraph.’’.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A
SUBSTITUTE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The Clerk read as follows:
Committee amendment in the nature of a

substitute: Strike out all after the enacting
clause and insert:
SECTION 1. OPTIONAL EMPLOYER MANDATED

TRIP REDUCTION.
Section 182(d)(1)(B) of the Clean Air Act is

amended to read as follows:
‘‘(B) The State may also, in its discretion,

submit a revision at any time requiring em-
ployers in such area to implement programs
to reduce work-related vehicle trips and
miles travelled by employees. Such revision
shall be developed in accordance with guid-
ance issued by the Administrator pursuant
to section 108(f) and may require that em-
ployers in such area increase average pas-
senger occupancy per vehicle in commuting
trips between home and the workplace dur-
ing peak travel periods. The guidance of the
Administrator may specify average vehicle
occupancy rates which vary for locations
within a nonattainment area (suburban, cen-
ter city, business district) or among non-
attainment areas reflecting existing occu-
pancy rates and the availability of high oc-
cupancy modes. Any State required to sub-
mit a revision under this subparagraph (as in
effect before the date of enactment of this
sentence) containing provisions requiring
employers to reduce work-related vehicle
trips and miles travelled by employees may,
in accordance with State law, remove such
provisions from the implementation plan, or
withdraw its submission, if the State notifies
the Administrator, in writing, that the State
has undertaken, or will undertake, one or
more alternative methods that will achieve
emission reductions equivalent to those to
be achieved by the removed or withdrawn
provisions.’’.

Mr. BILIRAKIS (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS] and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. WAXMAN]
will each be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS].

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. BILIRAKIS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased that the Health and Environ-
ment Subcommittee and the full Com-
merce Committee were able to report
H.R. 325, legislation to amend the
Clean Air Act regarding the employer-
trip-reduction program.

Very briefly, the legislation repeals
the current Federal requirement that
11 States and an estimated 28,000 pri-
vate employers implement the em-
ployer-trip-reduction program. The
legislation makes the employer-trip-re-
duction program discretionary on the
part of States, and provides a simple
and straightforward method by which
States can designate alternative meth-
ods to achieve equivalent emission re-
ductions.

H.R. 325 removes a Federal Clean Air
Act requirement which many have
found to be overly burdensome. The
present statutory language of section
182(d)(1)(B) requires a specific State
implementation plan, or ‘‘SIP’’ revi-
sion, for the ETR program. It also re-
quires compliance plans to be filed by
private employers and requires a 25-
percent increase in the average vehicle
occupancy of vehicles driven by em-
ployees. All of these Federal mandates
are now abolished and replaced with a
voluntary program.

Under the reported bill, States will
decide for themselves whether they
wish to implement employer-trip-re-
duction programs—known by the acro-
nyms ETR or ECO—as part of their ef-
forts to meet Federal Clean Air Act
standards. With regard to current ETR
SIP revisions which have already been
approved or submitted to the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, a formal
SIP revision will not be required. In-
stead, States will be free to designate
alternative efforts they have under-
taken or will undertake to achieve
equivalent emissions.

I want to acknowledge the hard work
and assistance of several Members with
regard to this legislation. Representa-
tive DONALD MANZULLO introduced the
underlying bill and assembled a list of
166 cosponsors from both sides of the
aisle.

Chairman JOE BARTON, of the Sub-
committee on Oversight and Investiga-
tions, devoted an entire hearing to the
ECO program and helped to construct a
solid committee record which under-
pins today’s legislative effort. Rep-
resentatives DENNIS HASTERT and JIM
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GREENWOOD were active participants in
the oversight subcommittee hearings
and helped to explore several issues
through follow-up correspondence with
the Environmental Protection Agency.

I would also note that Representative
HASTERT offered a successful amend-
ment at the full committee level which
had been previously negotiated with
ranking minority member HENRY WAX-
MAN. This amendment is incorporated
within H.R. 325 and its approval has al-
lowed us to proceed in a truly biparti-
san manner.

Altogether, I believe that H.R. 325, as
amended by the Commerce Committee,
demonstrates that it is possible to
alter provisions of the Clean Air Act
without sacrificing environmental
goals. We can increase the flexibility of
the Clean Air Act and allow States
more latitude in meeting standards im-
posed by the law.

In view of our success with respect to
H.R. 325, I also believe it is unfortunate
that the present administration has
consistently opposed any and all
amendments to the Clean Air Act—no
matter how necessary or how justified.
This position is simply illogical and
untenable. Congress has the inherent
duty to fix misguided or ineffective
legislation.

I hope that the success of this legis-
lative effort will help to promote a re-
consideration of this position and I
look forward to working with my
House colleagues to make further im-
provements and refinements to the
Clean Air Act.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume in
discussing this legislation and urging
my colleagues to vote for the bill.

I want to congratulate the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. MANZULLO] for this
legislation. It would permit the States
at their discretion to choose some
other alternative manner to achieve
their emissions reductions than the car
pooling or the ECO arrangement as
spelled out in the existing Clean Air
Act.

The bill is emissions neutral. It re-
quires States that opt-out of the ECO
program to make up the emission re-
ductions from other sources.

The administration, to my knowl-
edge, has expressed no opposition to
this legislation. I would urge the Presi-
dent to sign the bill. I think it is a
helpful piece of legislation in clarifying
and correcting a problem that has
come into some controversy in some of
the States.

Mr. Speaker, I think that, even with
this bill, many areas will retain the
ECO programs, and for good reason.

We knew in 1990 that the increases in the
number of vehicles on the Nation’s roads and
the increases in the distances-that these vehi-
cles travel could cancel much of the gain we
would expect from the cleaner cars and clean-
er fuels mandated by the Clean Air Act. Be-
tween 1970 and 1990, the number of vehicle
miles traveled in this country doubled. Both

total miles and trips per day continue to grow
at a rate faster than the population or the
economy. If we hold to these present growth
rates, automobile-related emissions, currently
down due to the tough tail-pipe standards and
clean fuel programs of the 1990 Act, and will
start to climb within the next 10 years. And the
clean air gains we have made will be put in
jeopardy.

It should also be emphasized that while this
bill allows States the flexibility to implement al-
ternative measures, States can retain their
ECO programs. Indeed, I fully expect that
many of these programs will be retained. A
well-designed and well-run ECO program can
provide not only emissions reductions, it can
reduce traffic congestion, provide employees
with more commuting options, and encourage
employer participation in regional transpor-
tation planning.

And some employers report more than
these successes, they report improved bottom
lines. For instance, a California company was
able to avoid building a $1 million parking ga-
rage due to its trip reduction measures. A
Connecticut employer found that sales staff
staying later in the day as part of their com-
pressed work week increased West Coast
sales. Clearly both employers and the breath-
ing public can benefit from these programs.

Mr. Speaker, I support this bill. I
urge my colleagues to support the bill.

I want to reserve the balance of our
time on this side of the aisle so that
other Members, should they wish to
speak on the matter, will have an op-
portunity and that we can further the
debate should there be any issues that
need to be clarified.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. MANZULLO], the originator of
this legislation.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, the
Clean Air Act mandates that in the 14
population centers across the Nation,
States require companies with 100 or
more employees to reduce the number
of automobile work-related trips to and
from work. The EPA estimates the
number of people impacted to be be-
tween 11 and 12 million and that the
cost of this would be somewhere be-
tween $1.2 billion and $1.4 billion annu-
ally. The number of affected businesses
ranges in the area of 30,000.

This past January, an Assistant Ad-
ministrator from the EPA stated that
car pooling simply does not work under
all circumstances. In fact, the exact
words are, ‘‘The air emission reduc-
tions from these programs are minus-
cule, so there is not any reason for the
EPA to be forcing people to do them
from an air quality perspective. We are
not going to double check those plans.
We are not going to verify them. We
are not going to enforce them.’’

Our bill, H.R. 325, as amended, is a
simple commonsense bill that will not
change the goals or standards of the
Clean Air Act. They will not change
the deadlines set up in the act. It sim-
ply lets the States decide if they want
to use trip reduction in their menu of
options for cleaning the air. Thus, it
makes this mandate now voluntary.

Working with distinguished Members
and staff of the Committee on Com-
merce, particularly Bob Meyers and
Charles Ingebretson, and my colleague
from Los Angeles, the gentleman from
California [Mr. WAXMAN], Phil Barnett
and Phil Schiliro of the staff, we were
able to come up with a clarifying
amendment that stipulates the emis-
sions reductions committed to in the
State implementation plans for trip re-
duction will be made up in some other
fashion.

Where the original bill is implicit,
the amended version is now explicit
that the emissions will be made up.
But, and this is very important, the
emissions will not need to be equiva-
lent to those that would have been
achieved under a full-scale compliance
with the current law. Simply, the
State must account for those emissions
actually set apart for trip reduction
purposes.
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In other words, a State may offer any
plan that is outside what is required
under current law. If a State would
have only accomplished removing 2
tons of emissions per day utilizing the
current employer trip reduction man-
date, a State, with a mandatory—re-
quired—program stipulating 15 tons of
emission removal per day, may add 2
tons per day to that same activity be-
cause anything over and above the
mandatory requirement is, by defini-
tion, nonmandatory. That basically
means that identified reduction may
make up for those emissions that go
over and above the requirements of the
law.

Is that the way the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS] understands it?

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANZULLO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I say
to the gentleman that this is my un-
derstanding of the amended bill and
certainly the intent of it.

Mr. MANZULLO. I thank the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Two years ago I was approached by
several business owners in McHenry
County, IL, in the congressional dis-
trict I represent. Jim Allen, Vince
Foglia of Dan McMullen Local Leaders,
took their time to educate me about
this mandate started in the last Con-
gress. Dan McMullen traveled to Wash-
ington to testify before our Committee
on Small Business Subcommittee on
Procurement, Exports, and Business
Opportunities. He also testified before
a field hearing which the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. POSHARD] chaired in
Crystal Lake, IL. The people such as
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BAR-
TON], and the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. BILIRAKIS], and the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT] are also
dramatically responsible for this bill.

Businesses in Illinois will spend be-
tween $200 million and $210 million if
this mandate had been allowed to exist.
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But today this shows that, working to-
gether, we can maintain the high
standards of clean air to which we all
ascribe while at the same time giving
the States maximum flexibility in
order to reach those clean air stand-
ards.

Many Governors such as Illinois Gov-
ernor Jim Edgar have been critical of
this mandate and issued moratoriums
on the mandate. California recently en-
acted two laws essentially eliminating
the trip reduction mandate from State
law. Some States, such as New York,
have been enforcing the law by travel
to Westchester County, NY, to speak
about this with our good colleague, the
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
KELLY]. There are some very real prob-
lems in that State as a result of the en-
forcement of this inflexible law.

I want to close by saying that I am
extremely happy and encouraged to
know that this body can come together
in a bipartisan basis to reach accom-
modation on this issue. This is a com-
monsense solution that everybody can
support. I deeply appreciate the efforts
of all involved and, Mr. Speaker, this
also goes to show something else, that
when parties recognize a problem, and
cross over philosophical and party lines
and sit down and work very, very hard;
many times into the late evening I re-
call at one meeting when Bob Myers
and I met at midnight in order to make
sure this language is correct, that we
can achieve a consensus and move for-
ward on passing legislation through
the House of Representatives, and I es-
pecially want to thank my colleague,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
WAXMAN], for his graciousness and his
tenacity in trying to work with me in
steering this through the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. HASTERT].

(Mr. HASTERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this legislation. At
first I would like to thank the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida [Mr.
BILIRAKIS] and the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. BLILEY] for moving this bill
so quickly through committee. I would
also like to compliment the gentleman
from California [Mr. WAXMAN], my
good friend, for his good-faith efforts in
working with us to perfect and draft
perfecting language to the bill. Also
my good neighbor to the north, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
MANZULLO], has helped, and we worked
on this bill through finding out from
our employers, people who employ over
100 folks in their places, high schools,
school districts, that they, quite frank-
ly, could not make this thing work,
and it was going to cost a lot of money,
and it did not do what it was supposed
to do.

Mr. Speaker, the bills before us today
deal with the Clean Air Act, an act I
voted for in 1990. I believe in the under-

lying intent of the Clean Air Act—to
clean up the air we breathe, and main-
tain high air quality. Those are worthy
goals and I am fully committed to
them.

However, the Clean Air Act, although
well-intentioned is not perfect. After 4
years of implementation, we know that
one particular provision of the act is
not working. That provision is com-
monly referred to as ECO—it is the
forced carpooling program. Under this
provision, States with severe or ex-
treme ozone nonattainment areas must
implement a program which forces
workers to carpool. There is no flexibil-
ity in this mandate. The way it is writ-
ten on the books, it is simply unwork-
able, and it is contributing no signifi-
cant improvements to air quality.

The USEPA has determined that
while the forced carpooling program
will cost billions of dollars to imple-
ment, it produces only minuscule air
quality improvements. After that rec-
ognition, USEPA indicated its intent
not to enforce the forced carpooling
program against individual employers.

Further, the States have given up
trying to implement this flawed pro-
gram. In Illinois, after months of mak-
ing a good-faith effort to implement
this program, our Governor finally
gave up and told our employers last
March that he will not enforce the
forced carpooling program in Illinois.
He made that decision after it became
clear that Illinois businesses alone
would be spending $210 million a year
to implement a program which was not
working. It was not working because
Americans do not want to be told they
cannot use their own cars to come in
early, or to stay late, or to drop their
daughter off at preschool on their way
to work.

The program has failed nationwide.
Several other Governors and State leg-
islatures have joined Illinois’ Governor
in deciding not to enforce the forced
carpooling program.

But State action and EPA intent can
only provide partial relief from this
mandate.

One of the things I thought was very,
very showing in this piece of legisla-
tion:

If my colleagues had a small business
on the edge of an urban area, suburban
area, and they drew their employees
from rural areas, they had to decrease
their carpooling and riding from 25 per-
cent, notwithstanding those people did
not have mass transportation, there is
no way to get in to work. It is a pro-
gram that just did not work, but yet, if
my colleagues were in a high school,
and they had 1,000 kids in the high
school and 100 teachers, the teachers
would have to carpool or find another
way to work, but yet every kid could
drive. It just did not make sense, it did
not work, and this a good piece of leg-
islation to change what does not work.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GREENWOOD].

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in strong support of H.R. 325, and I

encourage every Member of the House
to support this important bipartisan
legislation.

The hearings conducted by the House
Commerce Committee’s Oversight and
Investigations Subcommittee, on
which I serve, provided us with an im-
portant opportunity to identify provi-
sions in the Clean Air Act which were
imposing undue hardship and economic
costs on the States, businesses, and in-
dividual motorists. There was univer-
sal agreement that the Employer Trip
Reduction [ETR] Program was overly
prescriptive and of questionable value
in terms of improving overall air qual-
ity.

The Employer Trip Reduction Pro-
gram requires all employers with 100 or
more employees in severe or extreme
ozone nonattainment areas to reduce
work-related vehicle travel by 25 per-
cent.

The Employer Trip Reduction Pro-
gram is based on the theory that a re-
duction in the number of employee
trips to and from work would result in
reduced air emissions from mobile
sources. It was assumed by the authors
that this reduction in air emissions
would, in turn, assist the Nation’s most
polluted areas in complying with na-
tional ambient air quality standards. If
these assumptions proved to be true, I
would oppose this legislation to repeal
the program.

But witness after witness, some of
whom have done extensive computer
modeling, have made compelling argu-
ments that it is nearly impossible to
devise plans which meet the required
reductions. Furthermore, EPA’s Assist-
ant Administrator for Air and Radi-
ation, Mary Nichols, has stated that
the air quality benefits from this pro-
gram are ‘‘minuscule.’’

In my district, companies have strug-
gled for years and spent millions of dol-
lars to develop plans to comply with
the ill-conceived Employer Trip Reduc-
tion Program. Nationally, this pro-
gram has a net social cost of $1.2 to $1.4
billion a year. And for this enormous
sum of money, the program would only
provide marginal environmental bene-
fits, while imposing real hardships on
both employees and employers.

June Barry, vice president of human
resources at Betz Laboratories in
Trevose, PA, located in my Congres-
sional district, testified in March that:

Many of our work force are members of
dual career families. A significant percent-
age of our work force goes to school at night
to pursue graduate education and under-
graduate degrees. Are we responsible in
emergency situations dealing with child care
and elder care and education and the variety
of other problems that people encounter to
get the employee to their family when car
pools don’t work? Since our business is
worldwide, the majority of the professional
work force cannot leave at a preappointed
time, mainly due to customer calls and serv-
icing the customer. What does forcing people
into car pools really mean? It mans that re-
gardless of whether you have a family obli-
gation, church obligation, night school or a
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variety of other things that you do to and
from work, the Federal Government is going
to tell you when you can go to work and
when you can leave; that you have to hop
into a van pool or a car pool despite your in-
dividual needs or obligations * * *.

H.R. 325 makes the ETR program a
voluntary program. The States would
still have the option of implementing
such a program, but this bill would
give them the power to develop pro-
grams that best meet the needs of their
residents.

I commend Chairmen BLILEY, BILI-
RAKIS, and BARTON, as well as Con-
gressmen MANZULLO and WAXMAN for
their efforts, and encourage my col-
leagues to support this important leg-
islation.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. FAWELL].

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. BILI-
RAKIS] for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
325. I am an original cosponsor of this
bill which makes the employee com-
mute options or the echo provisions of
the Clean Air Act voluntary. H.R. 325
would amend the Clean Air Act which
requires States and companies in areas
where pollutant levels are designated
severe to reduce work-related trips by
25 percent. The Chicago area has been
classified by the EPA as an area of se-
vere ozone nonattainment as formu-
lated under the Clean Air Act, al-
though the accuracy, I think, of this
particular classification is in question.
The echo provisions would have forced
employees and employers to limit the
amount of trips made by employees, a
costly and unproven remedy for the
ozone problems. A recent congressional
research study estimates that nation-
wide the echo efforts have cost $1.2 bil-
lion per year, and yet the annual re-
ductions in emissions attributable to
these programs have been less than 1
percent.

The legislation, as approved by the
House Committee on Commerce in-
cludes an amendment which requires
States who choose not to participate in
the ECO program, to submit in writing
to the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy alternative methods it will use to
achieve emission reductions that are
equivalent to those in the trip-reduc-
tion program. In this way, the bill al-
lows maximum flexibility for the
States, without compromising air qual-
ity.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
MANZULLO] for his tenacity and his
leadership on this issue. I have been an
active participant in a coalition of
business groups, other Members of Con-
gress, Governors, and interested par-
ties who studied this problem from the
beginning to find a workable solution.
I am pleased to see the House consider-
ation of this bill, a perfect candidate
for corrections day. I strongly support
H.R. 325, and urge a ‘‘yea’’ vote on this
legislation.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. COX].

b 1530

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise, as well, in strong
support of H.R. 325. I too am an origi-
nal cosponsor, and as vice chairman of
the Subcommittee on Oversight and In-
vestigations of the Committee on Com-
merce, we have had 12 hearings on the
Clean Air Act, and we have heard re-
peatedly testimony in support of this
commonsense reform and opposed to
continuing this unfunded and ineffec-
tive mandate.

We ought to call H.R. 325 the Victory
for Common Sense Act, because the
truth is it relies on our native common
sense. The ability to reason, to learn
from experience, is what distinguishes
human beings from other life forms. If
you are doing the same thing over and
over again, and you continue to get no
results but you continue to waste
money in the process, it is time to
learn from that experience. It is time
to stop and do things a better, a dif-
ferent, another way.

That is what we are setting out to do
here today. It is not just the waste of
money, yielding no results for busi-
nesses that we are worried about. It is
the waste of money for our schools, for
almost everyone whose employees
drive to work.

Listen to some of the comments that
we have received from school districts
in southern California. The Tustin Uni-
fied School District was forced to spend
$73,000 for their ride-sharing plan for
teachers that did not work.

Another school district wrote: ‘‘The
mandatory trip reduction plan has
been very costly to us. It has diverted
already scarce funds away from the
education of children, from classroom
use,’’ to support a program that does
not work.

The Capistrano Unified School Dis-
trict said: ‘‘The additional financial
hardships we are facing make this
mandated program extremely det-
rimental to meet the educational needs
of the children in our districts.’’

McDonnell Douglas, a big employer
of the kind that we have been hearing
about on the floor today, tried in ear-
nest to get this Federal mandate to
work. They spent millions of dollars
training employee coordinators, pro-
viding direct financial incentives to
workers so they would car pool. They
bought bicycles. They built showers
and locker rooms so employees could
bike, run, or walk to work. None of
this, even hosting ride-share events,
made even a dent in the average vehi-
cle occupancy rate of their employees.

Today we are saying enough; enough
to the vast expense that in California,
under our similar program, was costing
$200 million a year. Let us spend this
money on the education of students.
Let us spend it on employee wages. Let

us spend it on other efforts to clean up
our air that really work.

I congratulate the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS],
and the other Members who have
brought this legislation to the floor. I
look forward to a swift vote on pas-
sage.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. MCINTOSH].

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
bill. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
MANZULLO] has done a very good job of
correcting one of the problems we have
seen in the Clean Air Act. My experi-
ence in reviewing various Clean Air
Act regulations stems from my work
with Vice President Quayle’s Competi-
tiveness Council, and then as a Member
of Congress looking at that act and
saying, do the regulations that are re-
quired there make sense; do they use
common sense in trying to reach a goal
that we all share of having cleaner air
in this country?

This regulation, the trip reduction
mandate, or what I think of as manda-
tory carpooling, does not make sense
on that commonsense basis. It is ex-
tremely costly, anywhere from $1.2 to
$1.6 billion to implement, and provides
very little benefits in terms of cleaner
air for some of the country’s areas
where we have the most difficulty with
air pollution.

I think there are a lot of alternative
approaches that have been thought
about by the agency, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, by citizens
working on this area. One of the most
creative ones is a project that we
worked with at the Competitiveness
Council called Cash for Klunkers,
where the studies showed that older
cars actually produced a vast, dis-
proportionate amount of the air pollu-
tion in our cities, and if we could pay
a bonus for taking those older cars off
of our freeways, we could go a lot fur-
ther in reaching the goal of cleaner air.

Those innovative ideas, frankly, are
not possible if we have to devote an
enormous amount of our resources in
meeting this regulation that provides
very little benefit for the environment.
I commend the chairman of the com-
mittee on his work for this corrections
bills. I commend the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. MANZULLO] for his work in
taking the leadership in introducing
the bill, and I want to urge my col-
leagues in the House to vote ‘‘yes’’ on
H.R. 325.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
compliment the chairman and the ranking
member of the Commerce Committee’s Health
and Environment Subcommittee, Mr. BILIRAKIS
and Mr. WAXMAN, for bringing H.R. 325 to the
floor today.

This legislation gives greater reign to local
authorities in determining how best to meet
pollution standards. H.R. 325, a balance has
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been struck between providing greater flexibil-
ity while maintaining the commitment to
achieving the federal goals.

If the author of H.R. 325, Mr. MANZULLO of
Illinois, had come to the floor with a bill that
provided flexibility to States but eliminated the
Federal standards of performance, there
would not be the bipartisan support you see
today.

There is a consensus across America that
the days of polluted skies should be no more.
There is a recognition by citizens across
America that what occurs in one State impacts
the quality of life in another State.

I am puzzled that in other areas of Federal
policy where a national consensus is as
strong, the new Majority has taken a different
approach. I believe we can learn something
from the approach taken in H.R. 325 and carry
it to other areas of vital importance to Ameri-
cans.

I’d like to take just a couple of minutes to do
just that—highlight how the example of H.R.
325 can be instructive for legislating in other
areas of vital importance to Americans.

The Republican plan for Medicaid provides
the greatest contrast in approach to H.R. 325.
Flexibility for States abounds. Standards are
absent. Rather than maintain the Federal
guarantee for Americans of very modest
means to a set of health care benefits, under
the guise of State flexibility Republicans re-
move any semblance of accountability.

Republicans intend to send checks to the
States totaling $790 billion over the next 7
years with little-to-no requirements on how
States must perform. This is in contrast to the
structure of H.R. 325 which provides flexibility
but maintains standards of performance.

For $790 billion in taxpayer money, it would
seem reasonable to require States to guaran-
tee health insurance coverage to low-income
Americans.

Does the Republican Medicaid plan guaran-
tee that all kids that live in poverty have com-
prehensive health insurance coverage? No.
Does the Republican Medicaid plan guarantee
that the Medicare Part B premiums of low-in-
come senior citizens are paid? No. Does the
Republican Medicaid plan guarantee a nursing
home bed to those who are entitled today?
No. Does the Republican Medicaid plan con-
tinue the guarantee of coverage for Medicare-
related copayments and deductibles for poor
seniors? No. Does the Republican Medicaid
plan require States to provide even just one
person a comprehensive package of health in-
surance benefits, something equivalent to
what they as Members of Congress receive?
No.

Why not apply the model of H.R. 325? Why
not hold States accountable? Why shouldn’t
we guarantee American taxpayers that their
taxes will be spent as promised?

H.R. 325 requires that an equivalent level of
emission reductions be achieved. The Repub-
lican Medicaid plan does not require an
equivalency of performance. This difference in
standards is not trivial.

The Urban Institute predicts that 4 to 9 mil-
lion Americans will lose health insurance cov-
erage because of the Republican Medicaid
plan. Consumers Union, the publishers of
Consumers Reports, has estimated that
395,000 nursing home residents are likely to
lose Medicaid payment for their care next year
if the Republican Medicaid plan is approved.
The Council on the Economic Impact of Health

Care Reform—a panel of respected health
economists—found that that the uninsured
rolls will soar to over 66 million Americans, or
one-in-four Americans, under the Republican
plans. This is a 70-percent increase in the
number of uninsured Americans over today’s
level.

H.R. 325 extends flexibility in meeting na-
tional goals; it does not eliminate them. Like-
wise, flexibility for States in meeting the health
care needs of low-income Americans should
not be used as a cover to shred the national
commitment to a health care safety net.

While the guarantee to coverage is explicitly
eliminated under the Republican Medicaid bill,
I’d argue that the spending for Medicaid isn’t
enough to meet the national commitment ei-
ther.

I believe that a per person growth rate of
under 2 percent isn’t wise. It’s rationing. Mem-
bers of Congress would never inflict that type
of constraints on their own health care spend-
ing. In fact they don’t. Under the Republican
budget, taxpayer spending for their health in-
surance will increase right along with health
care inflation.

But whatever the amount of health care
spending, we should hold States accountable
for how they spend the money we give them.
As with H.R. 325, there must be accountabil-
ity.

The balance struck in H.R. 325 between
providing broader flexibility to States at the
same time requiring that national goals be met
should apply to other initiatives as well, like
Medicaid. If Republicans tried this approach,
they might find themselves with the support of
Congressional Democrats. And instead of hav-
ing their Medicaid bill vetoed, they’d have the
support of President Clinton.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, today is a
chance for the House to loosen one knot in
the woven, tangled mess called the Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1990. The employee trip
reduction plan for implementation is a costly
and confusing mandate that only benefits the
argument for regulatory reform and cost/bene-
fit analysis.

Of course I support efforts to reduce pollu-
tion, as do the employers and employees of
my district. But what I cannot support is an in-
flexible, ineffective and impractical requirement
such as the employee trip reduction plan. It
makes no sense to demand compliance with a
plan that promises less than a 1-percent re-
duction in emissions, and guarantees a much
larger increase in headaches.

In a city the geographical size of Houston,
it is naive to assume public transportation and
carpooling are the most practical options for
reducing auto emissions. I have heard hun-
dreds of complaints from my constituents who
must face a disruption of their work routines
and compromise the quality of their private
lives to comply with this impotent regulation.
H.R. 325 will give States the chance to create
programs that suit their communities and still
achieve air quality standards.

There are smarter ways for us to reach a
common goal of cleaner air. It is imperative,
though, that each State decide what is most
practical and more importantly, most effective.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of H.R. 325 for a number of
reasons. But before, I elaborate on them, let
me congratulate my Illinois colleague, Mr.
MANZULLO, on introducing this bill and for the
determined efforts he has made on its behalf.

Also, I wish to express my appreciation to the
members of the Commerce Committee, and
its Health and Environment Subcommittee in
particular, for making today’s consideration of
H.R. 325 possible.

This is a measure whose time has long
since come. However well intentioned, the em-
ployee commute reduction program, better
known as the ECO Program, would do more
harm than good. Based on prior analysis and
experience, about the best that could be ex-
pected from such an approach is a 2–3 per-
cent reduction in auto emissions, with 1 per-
cent being a more likely figure. Not only that,
but the cost of effecting such a minimal reduc-
tion in air pollution is very high. In the Chicago
area, for instance, it has been estimated that
implementation of the ECO Program would
cost more than $200 million annually. For all
11 severe ozone nonattainment areas nation-
wide, the cost of implementing ECO has been
pegged at $1.2–$1.4 billion a year by the En-
vironmental Protection Agency.

If money grew on trees or materialized out
of thin air, it might be possible to overlook
such financial considerations. But when a se-
vere nonattainment area such as Chicago has
to reduce its ozone levels by 65 percent, it is
difficult, if not impossible, to justify investing so
heavily in an effort that will achieve such a
small fraction of that amount. Not only that,
but the imposition of such costs of employ-
ers—an unfunded mandate if there ever was
one—could prompt them to relocate to other
areas of the country. In that event, some Chi-
cago area workers could find themselves out
of more than just a parking place at work; they
could be out of job as well.

Nor is that all that would be lost. Gone are
the days when, in most American families, one
parent stayed at home and was in a position
to handle any child care or other emergencies
that might arise during the course of the work
day. Now we live in an era when working par-
ents need to be able to get home quickly
should any of their children get sick or run into
trouble at school or at the neighborhood child
care center. Federally mandated carpooling
not only deprives them of that capability but it
leaves them at risk if their job requires over-
time and/or unexpected evening work. Finally,
the investment of time and effort into arrang-
ing carpools or other commuting alternatives
could be better directed towards pollution re-
duction programs having far greater potential
for bringing about the desired improvements in
air quality.

However, all is not lost. By adopting the bill
before us today, we can move away from the
Federal Government telling people in certain
areas how they should get to and from work
and focus instead on the most effective means
of reducing ozone levels and achieving com-
pliance with existing air quality standards.

As reported by the Commerce Committee,
H.R. 325 would enable us to do just that. If
enacted into law, this measure would allow
States having severe ozone nonattainment
areas to determine for themselves whether to
undertake an ECO program. However, a State
deciding against the ECO approach would be
obliged to identify and implement alternatives
that would be at least as effective in reducing
emissions. In short, States will be given more
freedom to carry out their air pollution control
responsibilities. But that does not mean that
they will have any less of an obligation to
comply with the standards and deadlines es-
tablished by the Clean Air Act.
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Mr. Speaker, H.R. 325 is a good, common-

sense bill which is not just timely but long
overdue. I urge my colleagues to give it their
support.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 325, legislation to make op-
tional the Employee Commute Option [ECO]
trip reduction program.

The dilemma facing Zierick Manufacturing
Corp. is possibly the best reason why we
should pass H.R. 325.

Zierick Manufacturing Corp. is a small man-
ufacturer of electronic connectors and assem-
bly equipment located in Mount Kisco in north-
ern Westchester County, NY. With over 120
employees, they are faced with the impossible
task of complying with the Employee Com-
mute Options program.

Part of the problem is the limited availability
of public transportation. In addition, the train
station and the nearest bus stop are over a
mile from the factory. If the employee took a
cab from the station to the factory, under the
regulations developed by New York State to
comply with this Federal mandate, the 1-mile
cab ride would be counted as if the employee
drove the entire distance from home. In other
words, the employee could ride a train for 50
miles, but the cab ride from the train station
would be the mode of travel counted under
the formula used to calculate employee trips.

Ridesharing opportunities are limited in
Mount Kisco, and since Zierick employees are
spread out over 12 counties in 3 States, car-
pools are difficult to form. Zierick is a manu-
facturing facility, so telecommuting is not an
option.

Zierick Manufacturing is clearly faced with a
set of circumstances which prevent it from
complying with the law, and yet the regula-
tions allow for no flexibility in these situations.
As a result, the company presently faces fines
of $43,800 per year.

Ms. Gretchen Zierick, the company’s cor-
porate secretary, has indicated that their plans
for future growth will be directly affected by
this legislation.

Mr. Harold Vogt, the chairman and CEO of
the Westchester County Chamber of Com-
merce, wrote to me recently and put this issue
into perspective:

In the last five years, Westchester County
has suffered enough as we’ve seen 40,000 jobs
leave our county. The Employee Trip Reduc-
tion/Employee Commute Option Mandate
gives businesses just one more reason to look
elsewhere when making plans to grow. Simi-
larly, businesses looking to relocate to our
county may well think twice about moving
here. We cannot afford any more disincen-
tives to reviving Westchester’s economy. We
need relief from this costly and inefficient
mandate.

Mr. Chairman, our support for H.R. 325 will
send Zierick Manufacturing in Westchester
County and the approximately 28,000 other
employers around the country affected by the
ECO mandate a clear message that we care
about their future, and we care about creating
jobs. I urge my colleagues to pass this bill.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I have

no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Pursuant to the rule, the pre-
vious question is ordered.

The question is on the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and (three-
fifths having voted in favor thereof)
the bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 325.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CHAIRMAN OF THE DEMOCRATIC
CAUCUS
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

EWING) laid before the House the fol-
lowing communication from the Honor-
able VIC FAZIO, chairman of the Demo-
cratic Caucus.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House, U.S. Capitol.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This letter is to inform
you that Jimmy Hayes is no longer a Mem-
ber of the House Democratic Caucus.

Sincerely,
VIC FAZIO,

Chairman.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable NEWT
GINGRICH, Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives:

DECEMBER 12, 1995.
Hon. BUD SHUSTER,
Chairman, Committee on Transportation and

Infrastructure, Rayburn House Office
Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is to advise you
that Representative James A. Hayes’ elec-
tion to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure has been automatically
vacated pursuant to clause 6(b) of rule X, ef-
fective today.

Sincerely,
NEWT GINGRICH.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable NEWT
GINGRICH, Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives:

DECEMBER 12, 1995.
Hon. ROBERT S. WALKER,
Chairman, Committee on Science, Rayburn

House Office Building, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is to advise you

that Representative James A. Hayes’ ap-

pointment to the Committee on Science has
been automatically vacated pursuant to
clause 6(b) of rule X, effective today.

Sincerely,
NEWT GINGRICH.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE HENRY A. WAXMAN,
MEMBER OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable HENRY A.
WAXMAN, Member of Congress:

DECEMBER 7, 1995.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
The Speaker of the House, Capitol, Washington,

DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-

tify you pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules
of the House that my office has been served
with a subpoena issued by the Los Angeles
County Superior Court.

After consultation with the General Coun-
sel, I have determined that compliance with
the subpoena is consistent with the privi-
leges and precedents of the House.

Sincerely,
HENRY A. WAXMAN,

Member of Congress.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule
I, the Chair announces that he will
postpone further proceedings today on
each motion to suspend the rules on
which a recorded vote or the yeas and
nays are ordered, or on which the vote
is objected to under clause 4 of rule
XV.

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will
be taken after debate has concluded on
all motions to suspend the rules, but
not before 5 p.m. today.

f

FEDERALLY SUPPORTED HEALTH
CENTERS ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1995

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1747) to amend the Public Health
Service Act to permanently extend and
clarify malpractice coverage for health
centers, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 1747

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Federally Supported Health Centers As-
sistance Act of 1995’’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Except as otherwise ex-
pressly provided, whenever in this Act an
amendment or repeal is expressed in terms of
an amendment to, or repeal of, a section or
other provision, the reference shall be con-
sidered to be made to a section or other pro-
vision of the Public Health Service Act.
SEC. 2. PERMANENT EXTENSION OF PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 224(g)(3) (42
U.S.C. 233(g)(3)) is amended by striking the
last sentence.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
224(k) (42 U.S.C. 233(k)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(A)—
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(A) by striking ‘‘For each of the fiscal

years 1993, 1994, and 1995’’ and inserting ‘‘For
each fiscal year’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘(except’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘thereafter)’’; and

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘for each
of the fiscal years 1993, 1994, and 1995’’ and in-
serting ‘‘for each fiscal year’’.
SEC. 3. CLARIFICATION OF COVERAGE.

Section 224 (42 U.S.C. 233) is amended—
(1) in subsection (g)(1), by striking ‘‘an en-

tity described in paragraph (4)’’ in the first
sentence and all that follows through ‘‘con-
tractor’’ in the second sentence and insert-
ing the following: ‘‘an entity described in
paragraph (4), and any officer, governing
board member, or employee of such an en-
tity, and any contractor of such an entity
who is a physician or other licensed or cer-
tified health care practitioner (subject to
paragraph (5)), shall be deemed to be an em-
ployee of the Public Health Service for a cal-
endar year that begins during a fiscal year
for which a transfer was made under sub-
section (k)(3) (subject to paragraph (3)). The
remedy against the United States for an en-
tity described in paragraph (4) and any offi-
cer, governing board member, employee, or
contractor’’; and

(2) in subsection (k)(3), by inserting ‘‘gov-
erning board member,’’ after ‘‘officer,’’.
SEC. 4. COVERAGE FOR SERVICES FURNISHED TO

INDIVIDUALS OTHER THAN CENTER
PATIENTS.

Section 224(g)(1) (42 U.S.C. 233(g)) is amend-
ed—

(1) by redesignating paragraph (1) as para-
graph (1)(A); and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing:

‘‘(B) The deeming of any entity or officer,
governing board member, employee, or con-
tractor of the entity to be an employee of
the Public Health Service for purposes of
this section shall apply with respect to serv-
ices provided—

‘‘(i) to all patients of the entity, and
‘‘(ii) subject to subparagraph (C), to indi-

viduals who are not patients of the entity.
‘‘(C) Subparagraph (B)(ii) applies to serv-

ices provided to individuals who are not pa-
tients of an entity if the Secretary deter-
mines, after reviewing an application sub-
mitted under subparagraph (D), that the pro-
vision of the services to such individuals—

‘‘(i) benefits patients of the entity and gen-
eral populations that could be served by the
entity through community-wide interven-
tion efforts within the communities served
by such entity;

‘‘(ii) facilitates the provision of services to
patients of the entity; or

‘‘(iii) are otherwise required under an em-
ployment contract (or similar arrangement)
between the entity and an officer, governing
board member, employee, or contractor of
the entity.’’.
SEC. 5. APPLICATION PROCESS.

(a) APPLICATION REQUIREMENT.—Section
224(g)(1) (42 U.S.C. 233(g)(1)) (as amended by
section 4) is further amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by inserting after
‘‘For purposes of this section’’ the following:
‘‘and subject to the approval by the Sec-
retary of an application under subparagraph
(D)’’; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing:

‘‘(D) The Secretary may not under sub-
paragraph (A) deem an entity or an officer,
governing board member, employee, or con-
tractor of the entity to be an employee of
the Public Health Service for purposes of
this section, and may not apply such deem-
ing to services described in subparagraph
(B)(ii), unless the entity has submitted an
application for such deeming to the Sec-

retary in such form and such manner as the
Secretary shall prescribe. The application
shall contain detailed information, along
with supporting documentation, to verify
that the entity, and the officer, governing
board member, employee, or contractor of
the entity, as the case may be, meets the re-
quirements of subparagraphs (B) and (C) of
this paragraph and that the entity meets the
requirements of paragraphs (1) through (4) of
subsection (h).

‘‘E) The Secretary shall make a determina-
tion of whether an entity or an officer, gov-
erning board member, employee, or contrac-
tor of the entity is deemed to be an employee
of the Public Health Service for purposes of
this section within 30 days after the receipt
of an application under subparagraph (D).
The determination of the Secretary that an
entity or an officer, governing board mem-
ber, employee, or contractor of the entity is
deemed to be an employee of the Public
Health Service for purposes of this section
shall apply for the period specified by the
Secretary under subparagraph (A).

‘‘(F) Once the Secretary makes a deter-
mination that an entity or an officer, gov-
erning board member, employee, or contrac-
tor of an entity is deemed to be an employee
of the Public Health Service for purposes of
this section, the determination shall be final
and binding upon the Secretary and the At-
torney General and other parties to any civil
action or proceeding. Except as provided in
subsection (i), the Secretary and the Attor-
ney General may not determine that the pro-
vision of services which are the subject of
such a determination are not covered under
this section.

‘‘(G) In the case of an entity described in
paragraph (4) that has not submitted an ap-
plication under subparagraph (D):

‘‘(i) The Secretary may not consider the
entity in making estimates under subsection
(k)(1).

‘‘(ii) This section does not affect any au-
thority of the entity to purchase medical
malpractice liability insurance coverage
with Federal funds provided to the entity
under section 329, 330, 340, or 340A.

‘‘(H) In the case of an entity described in
paragraph (4) for which an application under
subparagraph (D) is in effect, the entity may,
through notifying the Secretary in writing,
elect to terminate the applicability of this
subsection to the entity. With respect to
such election by the entity:

‘‘(i) The election is effective upon the expi-
ration of the 30-day period beginning on the
date on which the entity submits such notifi-
cation.

‘‘(ii) Upon taking effect, the election ter-
minates the applicability of this subsection
to the entity and each officer, governing
board member, employee, and contractor of
the entity.

‘‘(iii) Upon the effective date for the elec-
tion, clauses (i) and (ii) of subparagraph (G)
apply to the entity to the same extent and in
the same manner as such clauses apply to an
entity that has not submitted an application
under subparagraph (D).

‘‘(iv) If after making the election the en-
tity submits an application under subpara-
graph (D), the election does not preclude the
Secretary from approving the application
(and thereby restoring the applicability of
this subsection to the entity and each offi-
cer, governing board member, employee, and
contractor of the entity, subject to the pro-
visions of this subsection and the subsequent
provisions of this section.’’.

(b) APPROVAL PROCESS.—Section 224(h) (42
U.S.C. 233(h)) is amended—

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),
by striking ‘‘Notwithstanding’’ and all that
follows through ‘‘entity—’’ and inserting the
following: ‘‘The Secretary may not approve

an application under subsection (g)(1)(D) un-
less the Secretary determines that the en-
tity—’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘has fully cooperated’’ in
paragraph (4) and inserting ‘‘will fully co-
operate’’.

(c) DELAYED APPLICABILITY FOR CURRENT
PARTICIPANTS.—If, on the day before the date
of the enactment of this Act, an entity was
deemed to be an employee of the Public
Health Service for purpose of section 224(g)
of the Public Health Service Act, the condi-
tion under paragraph (1)(D) of such section
(as added by subsection (a) of this section)
that an application be approved with respect
to the entity does not apply until the expira-
tion of the 180-day period beginning on such
date.
SEC. 6. TIMELY RESPONSE TO FILING OF ACTION

OR PROCEEDING.
Section 224 (42 U.S.C. 233) is amended by

adding at the end thereof the following sub-
section:

‘‘(l)(1) If a civil action or proceeding is
filed in a State court against any entity de-
scribed in subsection (g)(4) or any officer,
governing board member, employee, or any
contractor of such an entity for damages de-
scribed in subsection (a), the Attorney Gen-
eral, within 15 days after being notified of
such filing, shall make an appearance in
such court and advise such court as to
whether the Secretary has determined under
subsections (g) and (h), that such entity, offi-
cer, governing board member, employee, or
contractor of the entity in deemed to be an
employee of the Public Health Service for
purposes of this section with respect to the
actions or omissions that are the subject of
such civil action or proceeding. Such advice
shall be deemed to satisfy the provisions of
subsection (c) that the Attorney General cer-
tify that an entity, officer, governing board
member, employee, or contractor of the en-
tity was acting within the scope of their em-
ployment or responsibility.

‘‘(2) If the Attorney General fails to appear
in State court within the time period pre-
scribed under paragraph (1), upon petition of
any entity or officer, governing board mem-
ber, employee, or contractor of the entity
named, the civil action or proceeding shall
be removed to the appropriate United States
district court. The civil action or proceeding
shall be stayed in such court until such court
conducts a hearing, and makes a determina-
tion, as to the appropriate forum or proce-
dure for the assertion of the claim for dam-
ages described in subsection (a) and issues an
order consistent with such determination.’’.
SEC. 7. APPLICATION OF COVERAGE TO MAN-

AGED CARE PLANS.
Section 224 (42 U.S.C. 223) (as amended by

section 6) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following subsection:

‘‘(m)(1) An entity or officer, governing
board member, employee, or contractor of an
entity described in subsection (g)(1) shall, for
purposes of this section, be deemed to be an
employee of the Public Health Service with
respect to services provided to individuals
who are enrollees of a managed care plan if
the entity contracts with such managed care
plan for the provision of services.

‘‘(2) Each managed care plan which enters
into a contract with an entity described in
subsection (g)(4) shall deem the entity and
any officer, governing board member, em-
ployee, or contractor of the entity as meet-
ing whatever malpractice coverage require-
ments such plan may require of contracting
providers for a calendar year if such entity
or officer, governing board member, em-
ployee, or contractor of the entity has been
deemed to be an employee of the Public
Health Service for purposes of this section
for such calendar year. Any plan which is
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found by the Secretary on the record, after
notice and an opportunity for a full and fair
hearing, to have violated this subsection
shall upon such finding cease, for a period to
be determined by the Secretary, to receive
and to be eligible to receive any Federal
funds under title XVIII or XIX of the Social
Security Act.

‘‘(3) For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘managed care plan’ shall mean health
maintenance organizations and similar enti-
ties that contract at-risk with payors for the
provision of health services or plan enrollees
and which contract with providers (such as
entities described in subsection (g)(4)) for the
delivery of such services to plan enrollees.’’.
SEC. 8. COVERAGE FOR PART-TIME PROVIDERS

UNDER CONTRACTS.
Section 224(g)(5)(B) (42 U.S.C. 223(g)(5)(B))

is amended to read as follows:
‘‘(B) in the case of an individual who nor-

mally performs an average of less than 321⁄2
hours of services per week for the entity for
the period of the contract, the individual is
a licensed or certified provider of services in
the fields of family practice, general internal
medicine, general pediatrics, or obstetrics
and gynecology.’’.
SEC. 9. DUE PROCESS FOR LOSS OF COVERAGE.

Section 224(i)(1) (42 U.S.C. 233(i)(1)) is
amended by striking ‘‘may determine, after
notice and opportunity for a hearing’’ and
inserting ‘‘may on the record determine,
after notice and opportunity for a full and
fair hearing’’.
SEC. 10. AMOUNT OF RESERVE FUND.

Section 224(k)(2) (42 U.S.C. 223(k)(2)) is
amended by striking ‘‘$30,000,000’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘$10,000,000’’.
SEC. 11. REPORT ON RISK EXPOSURE OF COV-

ERED ENTITIES.
Section 224 (as amended by section 7) is

amended by adding at the end thereof the
following subsection:

‘‘(n)(1) Not later than one year after the
date of the enactment of the Federally Sup-
ported Health Centers Assistance Act of 1995,
the Comptroller General of the United States
shall submit to the Congress a report on the
following:

‘‘(A) The medical malpractice liability
claims experience of entities that have been
deemed to be employees for purposes of this
section.

‘‘(B) The risk exposure of such entities.
‘‘(C) The value of private sector risk-man-

agement services, and the value of risk-man-
agement services and procedures required as
a condition of receiving a grant under sec-
tion 329, 330, 340, or 340A.

‘‘(D) A comparison of the costs and the
benefits to taxpayers of maintaining medical
malpractice liability coverage for such enti-
ties pursuant to this section, taking into ac-
count—

‘‘(i) a comparison of the costs of premiums
paid by such entities for private medical
malpractice liability insurance with the cost
of coverage pursuant to this section; and

‘‘(ii) an analysis of whether the cost of pre-
miums for private medical malpractice li-
ability insurance coverage is consistent with
the liability claims experience of such enti-
ties.

‘‘(2) The report under paragraph (1) shall
include the following:

‘‘(A) A comparison of—
‘‘(i) an estimate of the aggregate amounts

that such entities (together with the offi-
cers, governing board members, employees,
and contractors of such entities who have
been deemed to be employees for purposes of
this section) would have directly or indi-
rectly paid in premiums to obtain medical
malpractice liability insurance coverage if
this section were not in effect; with

‘‘(ii) the aggregate amounts by which the
grants received by such entities under this

Act were reduced pursuant to subsection
(k)(2).

‘‘(B) A comparison of—
‘‘(i) an estimate of the amount of privately

offered such insurance that such entities (to-
gether with the officers, governing board
members, employees, and contractors of such
entities who have been deemed to be employ-
ees for purposes of this section) purchased
during the three-year period beginning on
January 1, 1993; with

‘‘(ii) an estimate of the amount of such in-
surance that such entities (together with the
officers, governing board members, employ-
ees, and contractors of such entities who
have been deemed to be employees for pur-
poses of this section) will purchase after the
date of the enactment of the Federally Sup-
ported Health Centers Assistance Act of 1995.

‘‘(C) An estimate of the medical mal-
practice liability loss history of such entities
for the 10-year period preceding October 1,
1996, including but not limited to the follow-
ing:

‘‘(i) Claims that have been paid and that
are estimated to be paid, and legal expenses
to handle such claims that have been paid
and that are estimated to be paid, by the
Federal Government pursuant to deeming
entities as employees for purposes of this
section.

‘‘(ii) Claims that have been paid and that
are estimated to be paid, and legal expenses
to handle such claims that have been paid
and that are estimated to be paid, by private
medical malpractice liability insurance.

‘‘(D) An analysis of whether the cost of
premiums for private medical malpractice li-
ability insurance coverage is consistent with
the liability claims experience of entities
that have been deemed as employees for pur-
poses of this section.

‘‘(3) In preparing the report under para-
graph (1), the Comptroller General of the
United States shall consult with public and
private entities with expertise on the mat-
ters with which the report is concerned.’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. WAXMAN]
will be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS].

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. BILIRAKIS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, the in-
tent of the original Federally Sup-
ported Health Centers Assistance Act
passed in 1993 was to relieve health
centers of the burdensome costs of pri-
vate malpractice insurance by extend-
ing Federal Tort Claims Act coverage
to health center employees. The funds
saved on these premiums could then be
used to provide health care to addi-
tional individuals. H.R. 1747 extends
current law and enables these health
centers to maximize their Federal dol-
lars and provide health care service to
more people.

Based upon the current statute, 542
health centers have been approved for
FTCA coverage. However, because final
regulations were not issued until May
8, 1995 the program has not been fully
implemented. This lengthy period of
uncertainty regarding the law’s scope
has made it necessary for many health

centers to continue their private mal-
practice coverage. Despite this delay,
119 health centers have reportedly
saved $14.3 million because they have
been able to drop private malpractice
coverage for one or more of their clini-
cians.

The amendment before us would
make the FTCA coverage permanent.
The amendment also clarifies that par-
ticipation in the FTCA is at the option
of the health center and is not manda-
tory. It also modifies a study of the
program so that a true cost-benefit
analysis of the program will be done.
This amendment was crafted with
input from a bipartisan group of Mem-
bers, the community health centers,
and insurance agents who sell private
malpractice insurance. I believe this
amendment satisfies everyone’s objec-
tives for this legislation.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting H.R. 1747.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
legislation that would extend the law
that allows the community health cen-
ters to take advantage of the Federal
Tort Claims Act coverage. That will
mean and has meant for a number of
these community health centers that
they will not have to use their scarce
resources to go out and buy a private
medical malpractice insurance policy,
since they will be covered by the Fed-
eral law, the same as any other Federal
agency would under the circumstances.

This legislation was authored origi-
nally by the gentleman from Oregon,
Mr. WYDEN, and coauthored by the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut, Mrs.
NANCY JOHNSON. It has worked well,
and the bill before us would be to ex-
tend the legislation to be able to work
in the future.

Mr. Speaker, I support the legislation
and urge all our colleagues to support
it as well.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman again for his co-
operation regarding this legislation,
and I yield such time as she may
consume to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON].

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. BILI-
RAKIS], for his leadership on this issue
and for his help in working out the
amendment that has made it possible
for this bill to offer this program on a
permanent basis. He has always been a
strong supporter and advocate of com-
munity health centers, and I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s good help.

I also appreciate the support of my
colleague, the gentleman from Califor-
nia, Mr. WAXMAN, his longtime support
and hard work on the legislation gov-
erning our community health centers,
and want to acknowledge the work of
my colleague, the gentleman from Or-
egon, Mr. RON WYDEN, on this issue. He
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and I introduced the original legisla-
tion 3 years ago, which was heavy lift-
ing, as we say in this body, and we are
very pleased that this is before us
today to make this program perma-
nent. While he cannot be with us at
this time, I want to commend the hard
work and the real dedication of the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] to
ensuring that the important health
services that these centers provide are
there for people in America.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1747, the federally
supported Health Centers Assistance
Act of 1995, makes permanent, at no
additional cost to taxpayers, a highly
successful demonstration project offer-
ing malpractice coverage for the Na-
tion’s community, migrant, and home-
less citizens under the Federal Tort
Claims Act.

H.R. 1747 will ensure that the maxi-
mum amount of the limited Federal
funds supporting health centers are
spent to provide quality patient care
and services, rather than to pay for
malpractice insurance premiums. The
limited demonstration project saved
health centers millions of dollars on
malpractice insurance expenses over
the past 2 years, allowing health cen-
ters to offer their services to an addi-
tional 75,000 patients. Federally sup-
ported health centers are nonprofit
providers of health care to America’s
medically underserved. They serve the
working poor, the uninsured, Medicare
and Medicaid recipients, as well as
high-risk and vulnerable populations.

Today health centers provide cost-ef-
fective primary and preventive care to
over 8.8 million people nationwide.
Health centers are public-private part-
nerships, funded in part by grants
under the Public Health Service Act,
which enable health centers to employ
health care professionals and operate
over 2,200 health service delivery sites
throughout our cities and towns.

Private malpractice insurance has
been a significant expense for these
nonprofit centers. Prior to the FDCA
coverage bill, health centers spent $40
billion annually of their grant funds
for private malpractice insurance, yet
they had very few claims. By perma-
nently extending coverage for health
centers under the FDCA, Congress will
enable health centers to use more of
their scarce Federal dollars for patient
care instead of for malpractice pre-
miums. For each $10 million saved in
funds, health centers can serve an addi-
tional 100,000 patients with quality
care.

Mr. speaker, I am proud to have sup-
ported legislation ensuring that stand-
ards for health centers ranked among
the highest in terms of certification,
quality care, and accountability.
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These health centers have a remark-
ably low incidence of malpractice
claims.

Since the fall of 1993, only 30 claims
have been filed against the 545 health
centers approved for FTCA coverage, a

rate consistent with the low rate of
claims filed against health centers
under private insurance.

More than ever, America’s health
centers have growing responsibilities
for the provision of health care to
medically underserved populations and
communities, yet your support for the
permanent extension of FTCA mal-
practice coverage for health centers
will enable health centers to make
cost-effective use of limited Federal
grant funds, and I urge the support of
my colleagues for this legislation.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for her terrific
leadership in this regard.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 1747.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Alaska?

There was no objection.
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to express

my strong support for H.R. 1747, the Federally
Supported Health Centers Assistance Act of
1995. I would like to thank members on both
sides of the aisle, including Representative
BILIRAKIS, Representative WAXMAN, and Rep-
resentative FRANK for their unflagging support
and assistance in moving this important piece
of legislation through the House. In particular,
I wish to thank Representative NANCY JOHN-
SON of Connecticut for her years of work and
commitment on this bill. She is a true friend of
community health centers and has been an
outstanding partner in our fight for smarter
Government. As always, it was a joy to work
with her.

I think we all realize that the Federal Gov-
ernment has to work harder to squeeze every
last ounce of service out of each taxpayer dol-
lar allocated to health care. That’s exactly
what this program accomplishes.

This legislation will be a shot in the arm to
struggling community health centers [CHC’s].
The bill allows CHC’s to reallocate desperately
needed health care dollars from the coffers of
private medical malpractice insurance compa-
nies to direct services for hundreds thousands
more poor and rural Americans. Additionally, it
will ensure that American taxpayers get the
biggest bang for their buck.

When Representative JOHNSON and I first in-
troduced this legislation in 1991, community
health centers were paying $58 million a year,
most of which came out of their Federal grant
fund for medical malpractice insurance—while
they only generated about $4 million a year in
claims.

Roughly $54 million dollars, allocated by the
Federal Government for health care services
for poor and rural Americans, was not going
for services, but was going as pure profit to
large insurance corporations. It seemed to my-
self and Mrs. JOHNSON that there had to be a
better way.

What we discovered was that Federal em-
ployees, including health care providers at the
Veterans Administration, Department of De-
fense, and Indian Health Service, are covered
by the Federal Tort Claims Act [FTCA] instead
of by private insurers. It seemed only natural
that community health centers, which receive

a substantial sum of their operating budget
from the Federal Government and which are
strictly regulated by the Department of Health
and Human Services, should also be included
under this program.

The original Federally Supported Health
Centers Assistance Act set up a fund, under
the FTCA, to which a portion of the grants for
community health centers would be allocated.
To date, only 15 claims have been filed
against health centers under the FTCA and
none of the $11 million set-aside to be ex-
pended for coverage of such has been ex-
pended.

In fact, since the enactment of this bill in
late 1992, coverage under the FTCA has
saved community health centers an estimated
$14.3 million, allowing about 75,000 more pa-
tients to be served.

H.R. 1747 reauthorizes the Federally Sup-
ported Health Centers Assistance Act perma-
nently and clarifies portions of the original leg-
islation. In particular, it ensures that doctors
who have to do shared call are covered.
These are doctors in rural or poor urban com-
munities who all have to share duties at the
local hospital.

The legislation also ensures that part-time
doctors who work for health centers are cov-
ered under the FTCA, and it clarifies that
FTCA coverage may apply in managed care
arrangements with health centers.

Time is of the essence with this reauthoriza-
tion. Since the final regulations for this pro-
gram were not issued until May of this, many
community health centers are waiting before
they drop their private malpractice coverage to
see if this act is reauthorized.

For those 119 health centers that are now
covered under the FTCA, the situation is more
urgent. If this bill is not reauthorized, they will
have to start purchasing expensive private
malpractice insurance in the next couple
weeks to ensure that they are not left without
coverage next year.

In Oregon, the passage of H.R. 1747 will
mean a number of health centers will finally
feel comfortable dropping their private mal-
practice insurance. At La Clinica Del Valle in
Phoenix, OR, the health center will have as
much as $20,000 more to spend on patients—
meaning they can serve at least 250 patients.
Next year, when they move to a new facility,
they will save $40,000 or the equivalent of a
part-time doctor—and be able to serve 500
more patients. At the Salud Medical Center in
Woodburn, OR, reauthorizing this program will
mean that the center will have at a minimum
$10,000 more to spend on serving patients.

At the West Salem Clinic in Salem, OR, with
the savings from this program, they will be
able to hire a part-time nurse practitioner, and
the head of the center estimates that this will
mean they will be able to take 2,100 more vis-
its from people in the area—or serve about
700 more patients. At the Southeastern Rural
Health Network in Chiloquin, OR, the savings
will mean the center can repair a leaking roof
and build a wheelchair ramp so that handi-
capped people can enter the clinic to visit the
doctor.

It seems to me that this legislation is a
prime example of how we can work together,
on a bipartisan basis, to come up with cre-
ative, cost-effective solutions, to provide peo-
ple with more medical assistance and to effec-
tively use American’s hard-earned tax dollars.
Again, I thank the Members who have helped
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with this important piece of legislation, and
urge its speedy approval.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. BILIRAKIS] that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1747, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

TRINITY RIVER BASIN FISH AND
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT REAU-
THORIZATION ACT OF 1995
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I

move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 2243) to amend the Trinity
River Basin Fish and Wildlife Manage-
ment Act of 1984, to extend for 3 years
the availability of moneys for the res-
toration of fish and wildlife in the
Trinity River, and for other purposes,
as amended.

The Clerk read, as follows:
H.R. 2243

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Trinity River
Basin Fish and Wildlife Management Reauthor-
ization Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 2. CLARIFICATION OF FINDINGS.

Section 1 of the Act entitled ‘‘An Act to pro-
vide for the restoration of the fish and wildlife
in the Trinity River Basin, California, and for
other purposes’’, approved October 24, 1984 (98
Stat. 2721), as amended, is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (5) and (6) as
paragraphs (6) and (7), respectively;

(2) by adding after paragraph (4) the follow-
ing:

‘‘(5) Trinity Basin fisheries restoration is to be
measured not only by returning adult anad-
romous fish spawners, but by the ability of de-
pendent tribal, commercial, and sport fisheries
to participate fully, through enhanced in-river
and ocean harvest opportunities, in the benefits
of restoration;’’; and

(3) by amending paragraph (7), as so redesig-
nated, to read as follows:

‘‘(7) the Secretary requires additional author-
ity to implement a management program, in con-
junction with other appropriate agencies, to
achieve the long-term goals of restoring fish and
wildlife populations in the Trinity River Basin,
and, to the extent these restored populations
will contribute to ocean populations of adult
salmon, steelhead, and other anadromous fish,
such management program will aid in the re-
sumption of commercial, including ocean har-
vest, and recreational fishing activities.’’.
SEC. 3. CHANGES TO MANAGEMENT PROGRAM.

(a) OCEAN FISH LEVELS.—Section 2(a) of the
Act entitled ‘‘An Act to provide for the restora-
tion of the fish and wildlife in the Trinity River
Basin, California, and for other purposes’’, ap-
proved October 24, 1984 (98 Stat. 2722), as
amended, is amended—

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘, in consultation with the

Secretary of Commerce where appropriate,’’
after ‘‘Secretary’’; and

(B) by adding the following after ‘‘such lev-
els.’’: ‘‘To the extent these restored fish and
wildlife populations will contribute to ocean
populations of adult salmon, steelhead, and
other anadromous fish, such management pro-
gram is intended to aid in the resumption of
commercial, including ocean harvest, and rec-
reational fishing activities.’’.

(b) FISH HABITATS IN THE KLAMATH RIVER.—
Paragraph (1)(A) of such section (98 Stat. 2722)
is amended by striking ‘‘Weitchpec;’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘Weitchpec and in the Klamath River down-
stream of the confluence with the Trinity
River;’’.

(c) TRINITY RIVER FISH HATCHERY.—Para-
graph (1)(C) of such section (98 Stat. 2722) is
amended by inserting before the period the fol-
lowing: ‘‘, so that it can best serve its purpose
of mitigation of fish habitat loss above Lewiston
Dam while not impairing efforts to restore and
maintain naturally reproducing anadromous
fish stocks within the basin’’.

(d) ADDITION OF INDIAN TRIBES.—Section
2(b)(2) of such Act (98 Stat. 2722) is amended by
striking ‘‘tribe’’ and inserting ‘‘tribes’’.
SEC. 4. ADDITIONS TO TASK FORCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3(a) of the Act enti-
tled ‘‘An Act to provide for the restoration of
the fish and wildlife in the Trinity River Basin,
California, and for other purposes’’, approved
October 24, 1984 (98 Stat. 2722), as amended, is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘fourteen’’ and inserting
‘‘nineteen’’;

(2) by striking ‘‘United States Soil Conserva-
tion Service’’ in paragraph (10) and inserting
‘‘Natural Resources Soil and Conservation Serv-
ice’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (14) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(15) One individual to be appointed by the
Yurok Tribe.

‘‘(16) One individual to be appointed by the
Karuk Tribe.

‘‘(17) One individual to represent commercial
fishing interests, to be appointed by the Sec-
retary after consultation with the Board of Di-
rectors of the Pacific Coast Federation of Fish-
ermen’s Associations.

‘‘(18) One individual to represent sport fishing
interests, to be appointed by the Secretary after
consultation with the Board of Directors of the
California Advisory Committee on Salmon and
Steelhead Trout.

‘‘(19) One individual to be appointed by the
Secretary, in consultation with the Secretary of
Agriculture, to represent the timber industry.’’.

(b) COORDINATION.—Section 3 of such Act (98
Stat. 2722) is further amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection:

‘‘(d) Task Force actions or management on
the Klamath River from Weitchpec downstream
to the Pacific Ocean shall be coordinated with,
and conducted with the full knowledge of, the
Klamath River Basin Fisheries Task Force and
the Klamath Fishery Management Council, as
established under Public Law 99–552. The Sec-
retary shall appoint a designated representative
to ensure such coordination and the exchange
of information between the Trinity River Task
Force and these two entities.’’.

(c) REIMBURSEMENT.—Section 3(c)(2) of such
Act (98 Stat. 2723) is amended by adding at the
end the following: ‘‘Members of the Task Force
who are not full-time officers or employees of
the United States, the State of California (or a
political subdivision thereof), or an Indian tribe,
may be reimbursed for such expenses as may be
incurred by reason of their service on the Task
Force, as consistent with applicable laws and
regulations.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by subsection (a) shall apply with respect to ac-
tions taken by the Trinity River Basin Fish and
Wildlife Task Force on and after 120 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 5. APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION.—Section
4(a) of the Act entitled ‘‘An Act to provide for

the restoration of the fish and wildlife in the
Trinity River Basin, California, and for other
purposes’’, approved October 24, 1984 (98 Stat.
2723), as amended, is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘October 1,
1995’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘October 1,
1998’’; and

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘ten-year’’
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘13-year’’.

(b) IN-KIND SERVICES; OVERHEAD; AND FINAN-
CIAL AND AUDIT REPORTS.—Section 4 of such
Act (98 Stat. 2724) is amended—

(1) by designating subsection (d) as subsection
(h); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the follow-
ing new subsections:

‘‘(d) The Secretary is authorized to accept in-
kind services as payment for obligations in-
curred under subsection (b)(1).

‘‘(e) Not more than 20 percent of the amounts
appropriated under subsection (a) may be used
for overhead and indirect costs. For the pur-
poses of this subsection, the term ‘overhead and
indirect costs’ means costs incurred in support
of accomplishing specific work activities and
jobs. Such costs are primarily administrative in
nature and are such that they cannot be prac-
tically identified and charged directly to a
project or activity and must be distributed to all
jobs on an equitable basis. Such costs include
compensation for administrative staff, general
staff training, rent, travel expenses, communica-
tions, utility charges, miscellaneous materials
and supplies, janitorial services, depreciation
and replacement expenses on capitalized equip-
ment. Such costs do not include inspection and
design of construction projects and environ-
mental compliance activities, including (but not
limited to) preparation of documents in compli-
ance with the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969.

‘‘(f) Not later than December 31 of each year,
the Secretary shall prepare reports documenting
and detailing all expenditures incurred under
this Act for the fiscal year ending on September
30 of that same year. Such reports shall contain
information adequate for the public to determine
how such funds were used to carry out the pur-
poses of this Act. Copies of such reports shall be
submitted to the Committee on Resources of the
House of Representatives and the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources of the Senate.

‘‘(g) The Secretary shall periodically conduct
a programmatic audit of the in-river fishery
monitoring and enforcement programs under
this Act and submit a report concerning such
audit to the Committee on Resources of the
House of Representatives and the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources of the Senate.’’.

(c) AUTHORITY TO SEEK APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 4 of such Act, as amended by subsection
(b) of this section, is further amended by insert-
ing after subsection (h) the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(i) Beginning in the fiscal year immediately
following the year the restoration effort is com-
pleted and annually thereafter, the Secretary is
authorized to seek appropriations as necessary
to monitor, evaluate, and maintain program in-
vestments and fish and wildlife populations in
the Trinity River Basin for the purpose of
achieving long-term fish and wildlife restoration
goals.’’.

SEC. 6. NO RIGHTS AFFECTED.

The Act entitled ‘‘An Act to provide for the
restoration of the fish and wildlife in the Trin-
ity River Basin, California, and for other pur-
poses’’, approved October 24, 1984 (98 Stat.
2721), as amended, is further amended by insert-
ing at the end thereof the following:

‘‘PRESERVATION OF RIGHTS

‘‘SEC. 5. Nothing in this Act shall be construed
as establishing or affecting any past, present, or
future rights of any Indian or Indian tribe or
any other individual or entity.’’.
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SEC. 7. SHORT TITLE OF 1984 ACT.

The Act entitled ‘‘An Act to provide for the
restoration of the fish and wildlife in the Trin-
ity River Basin, California, and for other pur-
poses’’, approved October 24, 1984 (98 Stat.
2721), as amended by section 6 of this Act, is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘‘SHORT TITLE

‘‘SEC. 6. This Act may be cited as the ‘Trinity
River Basin Fish and Wildlife Management Act
of 1984’.’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
strongly support H.R. 2243, to extend
the Trinity River Basin Fish and Wild-
life Act of 1984.

This bill, introduced by our distin-
guished colleague from California,
FRANK RIGGS, will build upon the suc-
cesses of the past decade and continue
the important work of rebuilding valu-
able fish and wildlife populations in
the Trinity River Basin.

Furthermore, the legislation will ex-
pand the membership of the Trinity
River task force to include representa-
tives from commercial, recreational,
and tribal fishing interests. By broad-
ening the membership of the task
force, I am confident that the Sec-
retary of the Interior will receive new
and valuable advice on innovative ways
to improve the Trinity River Basin in
the future.

I urge the adoption of H.R. 2243, and
I compliment FRANK RIGGS for his tire-
less work on behalf of his constituents.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I join my colleague
from Alaska in supporting the enact-
ment of H.R. 2243, the Trinity River
Basin Fish and Wildlife Management
Reauthorization Act of 1995.

Mr. Speaker, a little over 30 years
ago, Federal dams on the Trinity River
in northern California began taking up
to 90 percent of the river’s flow and
sending it west through the mountains
to the Sacramento Valley. From there,
Trinity River water flowed south, ulti-
mately to irrigate cotton and tomato
fields in the San Joaquin Valley. Un-
fortunately, diversions from the Trin-
ity River Basin have devastated fish
populations.

The health of the Trinity River is
crucial to the well-being of Indian com-
munities and to the commercial and
recreational fishing economies. H.R.
2243 will help ensure that future deci-
sions that affect flows in the Trinity
River will be based on good science and
an understanding of the hydrology and
biology of this complex river system.

This bill will clarify the goals of the
Trinity River Fish and Wildlife Res-
toration Program and will extend the
authorization of the Trinity River Fish
and Wildlife task force.

The restoration program and the
task force are strongly supported by
commercial fishing interests, including
the Pacific Coast Federation of Fisher-
men’s Associations; sport fishing inter-
ests; native Americans who depend on
the river and its fishery; environ-
mentalists; and other stakeholders in
the Trinity River Basin. The restora-
tion program enjoys broad support be-
cause it is based on good science and
because it is producing results.

While I strongly support the work of
the restoration program and the task
force, I remain concerned that agricul-
tural interests in the Sacramento and
San Joaquin Valleys are still inter-
ested in diverting as much water as
they can away from the Trinity River
Basin. In particular, H.R. 2738, Mr.
DOOLITTLE’s bill to rewrite the 1992
Central Valley Project Improvement
Act, includes provisions that will un-
dermine and perhaps nullify efforts to
restore the Trinity, and perhaps even
open the way for more water conflicts
throughout California. California’s
Constitution and State laws are clearly
designed to protect areas of origin such
as the Trinity River Basin, and these
concepts were incorporated by Con-
gress into the 1955 law that authorized
construction of the Trinity River divi-
sion of the Central Valley project. I
will strongly oppose proposals that vio-
late these precepts, and I caution my
colleagues to be aware of plans for fur-
ther assault on these critical fishery
resources.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. HERGER].

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 2243, the Trinity
River Basin Fish and Wildlife Manage-
ment Reauthorization Act of 1995. I
wish to acknowledge and thank my col-
league, FRANK RIGGS, and his staff for
their efforts to bring this legislation to
the floor. I also wish to thank Chair-
man SAXTON, Chairman DOOLITTLE,
Chairman YOUNG, and their staff for
their help and cooperation moving H.R.
2243 through committee.

Mr. Speaker, the reauthorization of
the Trinity River restoration program
enjoys broad support from the resi-
dents of Trinity County in northern
California. Congress authorized the res-
toration program in 1984 to study the
effect of increased stream flow and wa-
tershed rehabilitation within the Trin-
ity River system. The primary purpose
of the program is to restore fish habi-
tat that was lost due to the construc-
tion of Lewiston and Trinity Dams.
The program gives priority to rehabili-
tating spawning areas for winter and
spring-run chinook salmon.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2243 extends the
Trinity River program for 3 years. This

will authorize completion of an envi-
ronmental impact statement that the
Secretary of the Interior will use to es-
tablish an adequate stream flow for
salmon populations. It will also au-
thorize additional river bank restora-
tion projects intended to maximize the
effectiveness of streamflow modifica-
tions.

As members of the California delega-
tion can attest, our State’s water sup-
ply, particularly within the Central
Valley project, is used for a variety of
important purposes and is constantly
stretched to the limit. Efficient water
use is therefore, essential to meeting
the demands of the future.

H.R. 2243 will maximize water use
within the Trinity River system by
helping to establish an appropriate bal-
ance between riverbank restoration
and stream flow. The benefits of this
balance will be rejuvenated fisheries
and a more stable long-term supply of
water for counties of origin, recreation,
agriculture, wildlife habitat, industry,
and a host of other important water
uses.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill, and
I urge my colleagues to vote in favor of
its passage.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I urge the support of this leg-
islation.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
present to the House of Representatives H.R.
2243, a bill introduced by our colleague from
California, FRANK RIGGS, to reauthorize the
Trinity River Basin Fish and Wildlife Act of
1984.

During the past 10 years, nearly $60 million
has been spent on trying to restore the habitat
of the Trinity River Basin in an effort to rebuild
the populations of various fish and wildlife
species, including chinook and coho salmon
and steelhead trout.

Among the accomplishments of the Trinity
River Basin Fish and Wildlife Act are the con-
struction of the Buckhorn Debris Dam, the
modernization of the Lewiston Hatchery, and
the purchase and rehabilitation of 17,000
acres of highly erodible lands along Grass
Valley Creek.

H.R. 2243, which was the subject to a hear-
ing before the Subcommittee on Fisheries,
Wildlife and Oceans on November 2, will ex-
tend the Trinity River Basin Fish and Wildlife
Management Program for another 3 years; ex-
pand the membership of the task force to in-
clude representatives from the timber industry
and commercial, recreational, and tribal fishing
interests; and will specify that stocking the
Trinity River with hatchery fish should not im-
pair efforts to restore naturally reproducing
stocks.

At that subcommittee hearing, every witness
testified in support of the reauthorization of the
act; and there was a consensus that the Trin-
ity River is the principal natural asset of this
broad geographic region and crucial compo-
nent of the economy.

The goal of H.R. 2243 is simple: to restore
fish and wildlife populations in the Trinity River
Basin. While working with the sponsor of this
bill and other interested Members, it has be-
come very clear that this legislation attempts
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to walk through a mine field of other issues
that are not so simple. At the subcommittee
markup, the bill was refined to address most
of the recommended changes. I hope that we
will continue to walk carefully through that
mine field without attempting to refight the
California water wars of the past.

Mr. Speaker, proponents of this legislation
have persuasively argued that restoration of
the Trinity River Basin is of paramount impor-
tance to the economy and culture of north-
western California. Reauthorization will allow
this program to march forward and to com-
plete a number of high priority efforts including
the restoration of the Grass Valley Creek wa-
tershed, the South Fork fish habitat and water-
shed, and to implement a wildlife management
program.

I strongly support H.R. 2243 and I want to
compliment Congressman FRANK RIGGS for his
effective leadership in this matter. I urge the
adoption of H.R. 2243.

This bill to extend the authorization of the
Trinity River Restoration Act for 3 years is ex-
tremely important to Northern California, and I
ask my colleagues to vote in favor of passage.

I want to thank the managers of this bill—
the Chairman [Mr. SAXTON] and Ranking Mi-
nority Member [Mr. STUDDS] of the Fisheries
Subcommittee, as well as the Chairman [Mr.
YOUNG] and Ranking Minority Member [Mr.
MILLER] of the full Resources Committee. They
gave this measure their priority attention.

I ask unanimous consent that my statement
in support of the bill be included in the
RECORD with the debate on H.R. 2243.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I strongly rec-
ommend that the House approve H.R. 2243,
legislation that my colleague from California
[Mr. HERGER] and I introduced on August 4th
of this year to reauthorize of the Trinity River
Restoration Act.

Trinity River water began to be diverted into
the Sacramento River basin in 1963. Average
annual runoff of 1.2 million acre-feet declined
to 120,000 acre-feet. This had a devastating
impact on fisheries that historically had pro-
duced total spawning escapements of 100,000
Chinook and Coho salmon and steelhead.

Correcting the problem required action in
three areas; Stream flow, harvest manage-
ment, and watershed stabilization. The Sec-
retary of the Interior administratively increased
stream flow to 340,000 acre-feet, action sub-
sequently ratified by Congress an amendment
I offered to the Central Valley Project Improve-
ment Act. In 1984, Congress passed the Trin-
ity River Basin Fish and Wildlife Act, authoriz-
ing appropriations of $57 million over a 10-
year period. Another $15 million was approved
in 1993 for purchases of 17,000 acres in the
Grass Valley Creek watershed and other pro-
gram needs.

While I was able to include a temporary ex-
tension of the Restoration Act in the 1996 En-
ergy and Water Development Appropriations
Act, enactment of this legislation is important
to continuation of the restoration program, re-
authorization will set the stage for the 1996 re-
lease by the Secretary of the Interior of the
Flow Study required by the 1984 Act.

A restored Trinity river will have an impact
well beyond the immediate area. As the larg-
est tributary of the Klamath River, a healthy
Trinity will benefit the economy of a wide area
of California and Oregon.

Success in our restoration efforts will also
demonstrate that the Federal Government is

keeping its promise to correct environmental
degradation which it has caused.

The bill being considered by the House
today was drafted after the Water and Power
Subcommittee held an oversight hearing on
the Trinity River Restoration Act last July. At
that hearing, concerned individuals suggested
elements that should be included in any new
legislation.

H.R. 2243 incorporates elements of a bill
proposed by the Administration last March. It
also reflects a consensus of the major Trinity
River stakeholders that enhanced fish harvest
opportunities both in-river and in the ocean
are measures of a healthy Trinity. The fact
that a consensus could be reached among
such diverse groups as Indian Tribes, com-
mercial fishermen, and environmental organi-
zations is a tribute to their concern for the
Trinity.

Mr. Speaker, key provisions of H.R. 2243 in-
clude the following.

The findings of the original Act are ex-
panded to emphasize the importance of ocean
harvest opportunities, recognizing, of course,
that many factors contribute to the health of
our ocean fisheries.

Restoration activity is authorized in the
Klamath River, downstream from its intersec-
tion with the Trinity to the ocean.

The bill clarifies that the purpose of the Trin-
ity River Fish Hatchery is mitigation of fish
habitat loss above Lewiston Dam; it should not
impair efforts to restore and maintain naturally
reproducing fish stocks.

The Trinity River Task Force would be ex-
panded to include representatives of the Yurok
and Karuk Tribes, plus commercial fishing,
sport fishing, and timber industry interests.

The restoration program is extended for
three years under the existing authorization of
appropriations. In-kind services can be accept-
ed as match, and overhead and indirect costs
are limited to 20 percent.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that reauthoriza-
tion of the Trinity River Restoration Act has
broad bipartisan support. I particularly want to
thank the Chairman [Mr. SAXTON] and Ranking
Minority Member [Mr. STUDDS] of the Fisheries
Subcommitted, as well as the Chairman [Mr.
YOUNG] and Ranking Minority Member [Mr.
MILLER] of the full Resources Committee, for
giving this measure their priority attention.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor of H.R.
2243.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. the
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Alaska [Mr.
YOUNG] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2243, as
amended.

The question was taken.
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I

object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

DON EDWARDS SAN FRANCISCO
BAY NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 1253) to rename the San Fran-
cisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge as
the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay
National Wildlife Refuge.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 1253

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SAN FRANCISCO BAY NATIONAL

WILDLIFE REFUGE RENAMED AS
DON EDWARDS SAN FRANCISCO BAY
NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE.

(a) REFUGE RENAMED.—The San Francisco
Bay National Wildlife Refuge (established by
the Act entitled ‘‘An Act to provide for the
establishment of the San Francisco Bay Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge’’, approved June 30,
1972 (86 Stat. 399 et seq.)), is hereby renamed
and shall be known as ‘‘the Don Edwards San
Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge’’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in any
statute, rule, regulation, Executive order,
publication, map, or paper or other docu-
ment of the United States to the San Fran-
cisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge is deemed
to refer to the Don Edwards San Francisco
Bay National Wildlife Refuge.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The Act en-
titled ‘‘An act to provide for the establish-
ment of the San Francisco Bay National
Wildlife Refuge’’, approved June 30, 1972 (86
Stat. 399 et seq.), is amended by striking
‘‘San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Ref-
uge’’ each place it appears and inserting
‘‘Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National
Wildlife Refuge’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] will be recognized
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER] will be recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
as I watch my California colleagues
come to the floor, I do hope that they
will recognize the greatest compliment
we can give to Mr. Edwards is to make
this short. I support H.R. 1253, intro-
duced by the distinguished gentleman
and our former colleague from Califor-
nia, Norm Mineta.

H.R. 1253 is a simple, noncontrover-
sial bill that renames the San Fran-
cisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge
after former Congressman Don Ed-
wards.

Don Edwards served in the House of
Representatives with distinction for 32
years. During that time, he was suc-
cessful in convincing the Congress to
authorize the San Francisco Bay Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge, to expand its
boundaries, and to appropriate the nec-
essary funds to acquire the more than
22,000 acres that now comprise this
unit.

The San Francisco Bay National
Wildlife Refuge is the largest urban
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refuge in the United States. It contains
a number of valuable wetlands, sup-
ports hundreds of thousands of
shorebirds, and the refuge is visited by
more than 250,000 people each year.

It is appropriate to rename this ref-
uge after Don Edwards in recognition
of his work and lifelong commitment
to this effort. I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote on
H.R. 1253.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as she may
consume to the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. LOFGREN].

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, 25 years
ago, right after college, I came to
Washington, DC, and I became an in-
tern in the office of Congressman Don
Edwards. One of the things that I did at
that time was work on his dream to
have a wildlife refuge in south San
Francisco Bay.

Because I worked on his staff, I saw
perhaps a different side of the amount
of effort that it took for Congressman
Don Edwards to actually make this
dream a reality. From calling commit-
tee chairmen every day for months at a
time until he was heard, to working
with local governments on zoning is-
sues, and with the business community
to make sure that their support would
be in place, he did everything that it
was possible to do to make this wildlife
refuge a reality.

Mr. Speaker, a lot of people know
Don Edwards as a defender of civil lib-
erties and civil rights and the Con-
stitution. I heard him introduced as
‘‘the Congressman representing the
Constitution,’’ and that is a legacy
that he has left for our country. But
this wildlife refuge is another legacy
that he has left for our country.

The educational center in Alviso, CA,
near my district, is host to hundreds of
thousands of schoolchildren who can
learn about the wonder that is the bay
and the marshlands, including my own
children. Because of Don Edwards, the
California clapper rail and the salt-
water harvest marsh mouse are house-
hold names in my home, and I thank
him for that.

I thank him for all that he has done
for our community, and I think it is
fitting that the schoolchildren who go
to visit the wildlife refuge will know of
Don Edwards and know that that won-
derful resource would not be there but
for this wonderful, honorable and fine
man’s diligent efforts. I thank you,
Don Edwards.

I thank my colleagues, and I urge ev-
eryone to support this wonderful bill.

b 1600
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.

Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. STARK].

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the distinguished gentleman
from Alaska for joining in bringing
this bill to the floor. It honors one of
the most wonderful persons ever to
serve in the House of Representatives.

Don Edwards is a great and caring
environmentalist, and it is fit and
proper that he be honored by naming
the San Francisco Bay National Wild-
life Refuge after him. His consistent
strong work on behalf of the refuge
preserves for the present and future
generations one of the great wonders of
our Nation.

As a matter of fact, in the field of
preservation, it ought to be noted here
among his friends that Don Edwards
has not done a bad job of preserving
himself. I saw him not so long ago, and
he looks fine and fit and I am sure he
may be watching us today. It may be a
very proud time in his life.

As the previous speaker mentioned,
Don’s main work in Congress was of
course in defense of the Bill of Rights.
He indeed truly gave the Constitution
and the Bill of Rights its own refuge, a
safe haven from the whims and angry
passions of the moment. Our rights
protecting us against Government in-
trusion and abuse were given a shelter
from the storm in Don Edwards’ sub-
committee. The rights of women, the
right to pray without direction from
the local majority, the right of speech,
were all given protection and refuge by
the courage and wisdom of this gentle
Congressman from San Jose, CA.

So anyone who has seen the vast
sweep of the San Francisco Bay will
immediately understand the impor-
tance and enduring beauty of the work
that Don did in creating the bay ref-
uge. It is a monument to a monu-
mental Congressman. I thank the com-
mittee for bringing this bill forward,
and join in asking my colleagues to
adopt it unanimously.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as she may
consume to the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
offer my strong support for the legisla-
tion offered by the distinguished chair-
man of the full committee, the gen-
tleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] and
the ranking member, the gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER], and
thank them for giving this opportunity
to us to honor a great person who
served in this Congress, indeed, a great
American, Don Edwards. It is appro-
priate that H.R. 1253 would rename the
San Francisco Bay Wildlife Refuge
after the dean of the California delega-
tion, the former dean, Don Edwards.

Heeding the admonition of the chair-
man of the committee, I will be brief,
Mr. Speaker, because indeed as you can
see, many of us from California in par-
ticular but from all over the country
could speak all day about Don Ed-
wards. As I say, he loved the Constitu-
tion, he loved this country, both in its
ideas and its physical beauty as well.

The chairman of the full committee
went into detail about what the bill
would do and why it was important for
that legislation to exist and this re-
naming to take place. I just want to re-
iterate one concept, that it is now the
largest urban refuge in the United

States and is visited by over 250,000
people each year.

Renaming the refuge after Congress-
man Edwards is a fitting token, cer-
tainly not enough for the contribution
that he has made to this country but a
fitting token of appreciation to him for
his leadership and the hard work that
he did to make this.

As our colleague, the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. LOFGREN], said
earlier, for generations to come chil-
dren who visit the refuge will now
know who Don Edwards is, for ages to
come, and the valuable contribution
that he made to our country.

In that spirit, I wish to once again
commend the chairman of the full com-
mittee, the gentleman from Alaska
[Mr. YOUNG], and the gentleman from
California [Mr. MILLER] for their lead-
ership in making this vote possible
today.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of H.R. 1253, to name the San
Francisco Bay National Wildlife Ref-
uge for our distinguished former col-
league, Don Edwards, who represented
the 16th Congressional District of Cali-
fornia in this House for three decades.

This is a difficult time in the history
of political discourse in our Nation.
Rhetoric is inflamed, partisanship per-
sistent, and open anger barely under
control as we wrestle with issues that
will determine the future course of this
Nation and of millions of its most vul-
nerable citizens. I think it can be fairly
said that both parties share the blame
for that condition, as do members of
the press who pursue the outlandish,
the acerbic, and the meanspirited re-
mark.

Don Edwards, who left this Chamber
for the last time only a year ago, al-
ready seems of a different age—an age
when legislators could disagree with-
out being disagreeable, even in discus-
sions of issues that bitterly divided
them from each other. He was distin-
guished without being pompous, fair-
minded without being neutral, and pa-
triotic without being chauvinistic.

When we think of Don Edwards’ leg-
islative achievements, we often think
of his work on the Judiciary Commit-
tee and especially his chairmanship of
the Constitutional Rights Subcommit-
tee. He was a man who could simulta-
neously champion the constitutional
rights of our most despised citizens,
while advocating strong punishment of
criminal behavior. We also think of his
work on international issues, and his
deep devotion to peace and an end to
the arms race and cold war.

But Don had another great love: the
preservation of the wetlands and habi-
tat of San Francisco Bay that had been
so affected by decades of development,
landfill, and pollution. He fought for
the creation of the San Francisco Bay
National Wildlife Refuge, and it is that
refuge that we seek to name for him
today.
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Congress authorized the establish-

ment of a 23,000 acre national wildlife
refuge in south San Francisco Bay in
1972. On October 28, 1988, President
Reagan signed Public Law 100–556 au-
thorizing the acquisition of an addi-
tional 20,000 acres, for a total of 43,000
acres. The Fish and Wildlife Service
has completed the environmental as-
sessment process for the refuge addi-
tions, and work is underway to acquire
property for this regional resource.

The objectives of the refuge are to
protect the wildlife resources of the
south San Francisco Bay area, provide
wildlife-oriented recreation, and pre-
serve a natural area in close proximity
to a large urban center. The marshes,
mudflats, open water, and salt ponds
form an ecosystem which supports a
rich diversity of fish and wildlife. It is
a major nesting and feeding area for
waterfowl and shorebirds, hauling out
ground for the harbor seal and habitat
for three endangered species. The ref-
uge has more than 300,000 visitors an-
nually participating in the many op-
portunities for fishing, animal and bird
observation, research and environ-
mental education.

This great bay area resources exists,
in no small part, thanks to the tireless
work of Don Edwards, and it is alto-
gether right and fitting that he be me-
morialized by having it named in his
honor. Both those who were fortunate
enough to have served with Don, and
those who never got to know this con-
summate legislator and statesman, pay
tribute to a life of public service by
voting to pass this legislation and, in
doing so, we help to honor this House
and our profession as legislators.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY].

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time. I certainly want to congratu-
late the committee and certainly know
this bill will pass with a unanimous
vote in naming the San Francisco Bay
National Wildlife Refuge after Dan Ed-
wards, a great friend of ours.

Mr. Speaker, I had the pleasure of
serving with Don Edwards for a number
of years. He was a wonderful Member, a
fine friend of ours. He is enjoying life
in traveling and visiting friends.

Mr. Speaker, he was the vice chair-
man of the House Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs when I was chairman of
this great committee. He was a person
easy to work with. In fact he could
have been the chairman of the Veter-
ans Affairs Committee but he had to
take another committee assignment.

I wish that sometime that we could
name something else for Don Edwards
in the veterans’ field, because he was
very supportive of all veterans’ pro-
grams. I am proud to have had the
privilege of working with him, so I con-
gratulate the committee, and I rise in
strong support for naming this refuge
the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay
National Wildlife Refuge.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may

consume to the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON].

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I
want to add to those who thought that
Don Edwards was one of the finest indi-
vidual Members ever to set foot in this
House of Representatives; his decency,
compassion in many fields. I just think
this is an important tribute. I want to
congratulate the chairman and the
ranking member for taking this action.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I would just
like to say that those of us from the
bay area certainly believe that we
honor our area by naming this grand
refuge after Don Edwards, for all of his
work.

We also believe, and I think those
who had the pleasure of serving with
Don and his wife Edie believe that we
honor our institution when we think of
the grace and the courage that they
both brought to public life, in their
combined service in and on behalf of so
many people who strongly needed the
attention of the Government to help
make their lives better. People knew
that you could always call on Don Ed-
wards and on Edie to provide a voice,
to provide support, to provide commit-
ment.

So this is a very proud day for those
of us who served with Don and Edie,
and certainly those of us from the San
Francisco Bay area and from Califor-
nia, as we think we honor ourselves as
an institution and Members of the in-
stitution and our region with this nam-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I can only echo what
has been said about Donny Edwards. He
called me DONNY YOUNG, he was Donny
Edwards. In fact, I had an amendment
to the bill. I was going to strike out
Edwards and put ‘‘Young’’ after ‘‘Don’’
in each one of them. I am confident
that would kill the bill for sure.

But in reality, I would like to sug-
gest that he was an asset to this House
when he served, the time that he
served with distinction. I know this
area, being from California, and being
much wiser in going to Alaska. I recog-
nize the importance of this area.

This is a tribute to Mr. Edwards and
his support. Maybe someday after I
have left this great House, they will be
able to take and name the refuge after
me.

Just keep that in mind, my fellow
colleagues.

I again want to express my support
for this legislation in recognition of a
good friend that left here. Although he
and I were not many times on the same
sides of issues, he was a gentleman and
indeed he brought a great deal of re-
spect to this House.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, again, I want to thank the
gentleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG]
for all his help and cooperation.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, in 1972, Con-
gressman Don Edwards sponsored legislation
to establish the San Francisco Bay National
Wildlife Refuge. In subsequent years, the Con-
gressman was successful in securing funds to
acquire land for the refuge and to expand the
boundaries of that unit.

The San Francisco Bay National Wildlife
Refuge is more than 21,000 acres, it is a key
wintering area for diving ducks along the Pa-
cific flyway, and it supports hundreds of thou-
sands of shorebirds. Furthermore, the refuge
is comprised of valuable wetlands located
around the bay and it is heavily visited by
more than 250,000 people who enjoy its facili-
ties each year. The San Francisco Bay Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge is the largest urban ref-
uge in the United States.

H.R. 1253 was introduced by then Rep-
resentative Norm Mineta on March 15, 1995.
It was the subject of a subcommittee hearing
on May 25, and the sole purpose of this legis-
lation is to rename the refuge as the Don Ed-
wards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife
Refuge is recognition of the former Congress-
man’s commitment and dedication to its suc-
cess.

Mr. Speaker, I support this bill. It is a fitting
tribute to a man who tirelessly worked for the
good of this refuge for over 20 years. I urge
an ‘‘aye’’ vote on H.R. 1253.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Alaska [Mr.
YOUNG] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1253.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material on the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Alaska?

There was no objection.
f

NATIONAL PARK AND NATIONAL
WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEMS
FREEDOM ACT OF 1995
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I

move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 2677) to require the Secretary
of the Interior to accept from a State
donations of services of State employ-
ees to perform, in a period of Govern-
ment budgetary shutdown, otherwise
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authorized functions in any unit of the
National Wildlife Refuge System or the
National Park System, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 2677

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National
Park and National Wildlife Refuge Systems
Freedom Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 2. REQUIREMENT FOR SECRETARY OF THE

INTERIOR TO ACCEPT STATE DONA-
TIONS OF STATE EMPLOYEE SERV-
ICES.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Notwithstanding sec-
tion 1342 of title 31, United States Code, the
Secretary shall accept from any State dona-
tions of services of qualified State employees
to perform in a Unit, in a period of Govern-
ment budgetary shutdown, functions other-
wise authorized to be performed by Depart-
ment of Interior personnel.

(b) LIMITATIONS.—An employee of a State
may perform functions under this section
only within areas of a Unit that are located
in the State.

(c) EXCLUSION FROM TREATMENT AS FED-
ERAL EMPLOYEES.—A State employee who
performs functions under this section shall
not be treated as a Federal employee for pur-
poses of any Federal law relating to pay or
benefits for Federal employees.

(d) ANTI-DEFICIENCY ACT NOT APPLICA-
BLE.—Section 1341(a) of title 31, United
States Code, shall not apply with respect to
the acceptance of services of, and the per-
formance of functions by, qualified State
employees under this section.

(e) DEFINITIONS.—In the section—
(1) the term ‘‘Government budgetary shut-

down’’ means a period during which there
are no amounts available for the operation of
the National Wildlife Refuge System and the
National Park System, because of—

(A) a failure to enact an annual appropria-
tions bill for the period for the Department
of the Interior; and

(B) a failure to enact a bill (or joint resolu-
tion) continuing the availability of appro-
priations for the Department of the Interior
for a temporary period pending the enact-
ment of such an annual appropriations bill;

(2) the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of the Interior; and

(3) the term ‘‘Unit’’ means a unit of—
(A) the National Wildlife Refuge System,

or
(B) the National Park System.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Alaska [Mr. YOUNG] and the gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER] each will
be recognized for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
it is unfortunate this legislation has to
be on the floor, and I say has to be on
the floor today.

Mr. Speaker, last month’s partial
Government shutdown effectively
closed the entire National Park Sys-
tem and the National Wildlife Refuge
System. For the first time in the his-
tory that I can remember, in 24 years,

this has occurred. In the process it
locked out thousands of visitors who
had paid for the parks and paid for the
refuges, hundreds that had paid for the
refuges, supported by the hunters, fish-
ermen, and bird watchers seeking to
enjoy our parks and refuges, by an ac-
tion of the Secretary of the Interior, by
in fact saying the nonessential workers
had to go home so we had to shut it
down. If they were nonessential then,
what are they today?

To prevent the closure of the Grand
Canyon National Park, Arizona Gov-
ernor Fife Symington made a common-
sense proposal which would have al-
lowed the park to operate during a
shutdown with State employees. Unfor-
tunately, the proposal was rejected by
the Interior Department. So visitors
from around the world and across the
country who came to see the Grand
Canyon were locked out.

b 1615

Arizona was not alone in its effort to
keep Federal lands open to the public.
As the gentlewoman from Arkansas
will soon tell you, her State and Mis-
sissippi had an agreement with the re-
gional director of Fish and Wildlife to
operate certain refuges during the
shutdown.

I want to stress this, refuges are
managed by the States today, under
the agreement with the Department of
the Interior. But this agreement was
rejected by the department’s lawyers
in the District of Columbia under the
direction of Secretary Babbitt.

In a bipartisan effort to help States
in an effort to keep the national parks
and refuges open during the Govern-
ment shutdown, I introduced H.R. 2677,
the National Parks and National Wild-
life System Freedom Act; this bill
merely requires the Interior Depart-
ment to accept, not require, but for
them to accept the services of qualified
State employees to operate parks and
refuges during a Government shut-
down. My bill is very similar to H.R.
2706, introduced by the gentlewoman
from Arkansas [Mrs. LINCOLN], which
limited itself to continuing hunting
programs on refuges. This bill has no
budget impact, since the States would
be supplying funds to operate the parks
and refuges.

Moreover, this bill is voluntary for
the States. States do not have to do
this. This is not a requirement. But
when a State steps forward and says,
‘‘Yes, we can, in the case of a shut-
down,’’ when the Secretary for the first
time in history shut down refuges,
when a State comes forward and says,
‘‘We will because we already set the
bag limit, we already set the take, we
already set the season, we already set
the species. We will operate these ref-
uges.’’

The bill does not address the issues of
liability, which you will hear later.
The State employees are stepping into
the shoes of Federal employees of al-
lowing our States who normally oper-
ate the parks and refuges, and, as a re-

sult, the standard liability rules will
apply. By the way, when was the last
time there was any lawsuit against the
Federal Government in a refuge or a
park? I hope someone will answer that.
I cannot remember it, nor have I seen
it; in fact, if it occurs, it does come to
my mind maybe we ought to put some-
thing else on the endangered species,
and that would possibly be the legal
profession.

We will hear from some in the minor-
ity who are concerned about the expe-
dited process or procedures used to
bring this bill to the floor today. I do
have some sympathy with that. The
full Committee on Resources held a 21⁄2
hour hearing on this bill about last
week with the minority members par-
ticipating very actively. Because of the
sense of urgency involved to get this
bill to the House and Senate before a
possible, and I say possible, Govern-
ment shutdown in 4 days, it is impera-
tive this bill be on the floor no later
than today. As a result, no markup was
held.

Under the rules, we can bring the
bills to the floor and allow our States
to keep the parks and refuges open and
require the expedited process to be
used.

The bill has bipartisan support. It
has been endorsed by the Western Gov-
ernors’ Association, which passed a res-
olution of support. It is also supported
by the Congressional Sportsmen’s Cau-
cus.

This is a commonsense proposal to
help prevent our constituents from
being locked out of parks and refuges
during future Government shutdowns.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, if I may say, this bill
would not be necessary if this Sec-
retary of the Interior had acted accord-
ingly. Yes, sometimes we have shut
down our monuments. Yes, we have
shut down some of our parks. When a
Governor steps forward and says be-
cause of the State activity because of
the deadlock between the President
and the Congress, let us have the op-
portunity, but more offensive to me is
when a State now has the authority to
manage fish and wildlife on a refuge to
have one person, one person to say all
nonessential employees go home, we
are going to shut down these refuges
regardless of what the State has done
in the past. This legislation is vol-
untary. It just requires the Secretary
to accept a proposal from the State of-
ficial as is offered to the Secretary of
the Interior.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON].

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I
oppose this bill, and as the chairman
knows, I have given him some support
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lately, but not this time. This is a bad
bill.

Mr. Speaker, why do thousands of
Americans visit our national parks
every year? The answer is because they
appreciate and treasure our parks. Last
year 270,000 Americans came to our
parks. And why do those thousands of
Americans appreciate our parks? The
reason is because they are successfully
managed.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RICHARDSON. I yield to the
gentleman from Alaska.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I want to cor-
rect a statement. You said, 270,000?

Mr. RICHARDSON. That is correct,
270 million.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. There you go,
270 million.

Mr. RICHARDSON. I thank the gen-
tleman.

This just reinforces my point. Why is
the park so successfully managed? And
the reason is because we have trained
and experienced employees of the Na-
tional Park Service who dedicate their
lives to maintaining our parks.

So why are we here considering a bill
which would entrust our parks to indi-
viduals who do not have the training or
the skills necessary to manage a na-
tional park? Because some, and I will
not say everyone on the other side, are
rushing legislation to draw attention
away from the fact that they are plan-
ning to force another Government
shutdown.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is well inten-
tioned. But it is going to leave our
parks in the hands of individuals who
lack training, who lack experience,
lack the day-to-day knowledge of how
to run our parks.

I have just as many hunters and fish-
ermen as my colleague does, and I have
not heard from them about the neces-
sity of this dramatic legislation that
we are considering today. Temporary
State employees who may work hard in
other areas of expertise are simply not
going to possess the knowledge of na-
tional park regulations and manage-
ment policies necessary to safely main-
tain our parks.

The bill also raises many questions,
such as who is going to accept liability
for any accidents or damage to the
parks? The fact is this bill is being
brought under suspension without the
apparent approval of the ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from California
[Mr. MILLER], and without properly
going through the legislative process.
Unless the other side has proof of mis-
management within the National Park
Service, then there really is not any
reason to fix what is not broken.

It is also interesting to see some of
my colleagues who have been pushing
for a park closure commission now all
of a sudden wanting to try to keep
them open.

Mr. Speaker, the bottom line is that
this is a bad exercise and a bad excuse
to shut down the Government. The
only way to keep our parks open is for

the Congress to strip the Interior ap-
propriations bill from the unnecessary
riders so the President can sign the
bill. Only then will the employees of
the National Park Service be able to
use their expertise to properly manage
our parks and keep them open.

Mr. Speaker, let us look at some of
the attributes in this bill, one of the
provisions. While one Governor is eager
to assume management of certain na-
tional parks, most State park systems
are facing severe budget shortfalls.
Even on a temporary basis, assuming
management of national parks could
cripple State park systems as the ad-
ministration testified.

This bill leaves many management
and liability questions unaddressed.
Loose ends could jeopardize visitor
safety, impair resource protection,
which in the long run would likely cre-
ate more problems than the bill seeks
to solve. This proposed transfer which I
understand is temporary, is consistent
with the long-term agenda of some who
have advocated giving management au-
thority of public lands to State and
local entities. This is a principle em-
bodied in H.R. 260, a bill to create a na-
tional parks closure commission.

There are nationally significant re-
sources which should not be managed
on an ad hoc basis in times of budg-
etary pressure.

Last, here are some alternatives.
What do we do about H.R. 2677 as alter-
natives? Why do not we all work with
the administration to reclassify as es-
sential those National Park Service
employees necessary to ensure normal
operations at all of our 369 national
park areas? Why do we not pass a
short-term continuing resolution to
fund the Department of Interior until
after New Year’s Day, and last, break
the current impasse, take those riders
out, and enact H.R. 1977 as we usually
do, the Interior appropriations bill for
fiscal year 1996?

My chairman has been on a roll on
some good bills lately, but on this one
he is not on a roll, and I would urge de-
feat of this bill.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I may suggest one thing. The Presi-
dent will have a chance to sign an ap-
propriation bill very soon this week. If
he vetoes that bill, that means that the
parks will not be open. By the way, I
say this, this has not happened before.
Yes, in some of the monuments, and
the refuges are what really concern me
the most when the State manages
them. This is an example of this ad-
ministration, the arrogance of this ad-
ministration, mismanaging the parks
that the taxpayers pay for.

As far as who can do it and who can-
not do it, I will put up any State park
against the Federal parks right now
and how they are run. In fact, in Cali-
fornia the one park that is being run
right is the Redwoods State Park in
California, not the National Redwood
Park we made at a cost of $1.4 billion.

It is poorly attended, poorly managed,
poorly visited.

All we are saying, though, if, in fact,
this would happen again, there can be
differences of opinion between the Con-
gress of the United States and the
President of the United States. But no
Secretary of the Interior should de-
prive any taxpayer the ability to visit
that which he paid for because they
have decided by the will and whim of
any one individual that they are going
to shut it down. In fact, they shut
down concessionaire stands on the
Smokey Ridge over here. They shut
them down when the concessionaires
themselves had a binding contract.
They had people come in and said,
‘‘You will shut down.’’ It was Gestapo
tactics from the very get go.

This bill will stop the Secretary and
this administration when the State
says, ‘‘We can do it, we will do it, we
will pay for it. We are liable, and we
are going to keep it open for the Amer-
ican people.’’

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON].

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, as an
original cosponsor of H.R. 2677, I am
pleased that the House is having an op-
portunity to debate the merits of the
National Parks and National Wildlife
Refuge Systems Freedom Act.

Since coming to Congress in 1984, I
have proudly represented New Jersey’s
Third Congressional District, which in-
cludes the 40,000 acres of the Edwin B.
Forsythe National Wildlife Refuge.

This refuge, which is predominantly
an estuarine marsh habitat, is one of
the finest in our Nation, and over the
years the size of this refuge has in-
creased because of broad public sup-
port. Men and women in my district
have provided the financial resources
to protect this barrier island eco-
system and to acquire the upland for-
est and fields that have enhanced the
biodiversity of the refuge. In addition,
thousands of my constituents have en-
joyed hunting and fishing on lands that
comprise the Edwin B. Forsythe Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge for generations.

Tuesday, November 14, was a bad day
for America and for every person who
wanted to visit a national park or na-
tional wildlife refuge unit. While my
preference would be to complete action
on an appropriations bill for the De-
partment of the Interior, there must be
a fail-safe or stop-gap procedure in
place to avoid another public lands
meltdown.

In my judgment, it was ludicrous
that the Department of the Interior
was unable or unwilling to accept the
offer of Governor Symington to keep
the Grand Canyon open by using State
National Guard troops.

Mr. Speaker, this was just one exam-
ple of where various State officials ex-
pressed willingness to operate our Na-
tional Parks and Refuges with State
employees. Sadly, these offers were re-
jected.

H.R. 2677 would provide a fail-safe
measure and it would help to ensure
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that the gates to the Edwin B. For-
sythe are never again padlocked and
shut in the faces of those Americans
who paid for these lands with their
hard-earned tax dollars.

Mr. Speaker, I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote on
the National Parks and National Wild-
life Refuge Systems Freedom Act.

b 1630
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.

Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Arkansas [Mrs. LIN-
COLN].

(Mrs. LINCOLN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, today I rise to support
the purposes behind H.R. 2677. What we
experienced in November is not a new
phenomenon and there should be a set
contingency arrangement for the man-
agement of our natural resources
should the doors of the Federal Govern-
ment again close due to the lack of ap-
propriated funds.

I have been involved in the issue be-
cause, when the Government shut its
doors in November, many of my con-
stituents were refused entrance into
the wildlife refuges for a prescheduled
deer hunt.

Hunting is one of Arkansas’ favorite
family pastimes. People take time off
work and families plan vacations
around hunting trips. Prior to the re-
cent shutdown, refuge managers had
scheduled deer hunts at two Arkansas
refuges. Hunters in my district went
through an extremely competitive per-
mit process, paid $12.50 for each permit,
took days off from work, drove up to 6
hours, only to be turned away at the
gates of the refuges. Needless to say,
the budget crisis in Washington was
not of their choosing and they were not
happy about the results.

Weeks before the actual shutdown,
the Fish and Wildlife Service worked
with the Arkansas Game and Fish
Commission on an agreement to allow
State employees to volunteer their
services on the Federal wildlife ref-
uges. This agreement was signed and
ready to implement in the event of a
Federal Government shutdown. How-
ever, days before the actual shutdown,
the Interior Department determined
that this agreement violated the
Antideficiency Act and would not be
allowed to go into effect.

I introduced a more narrow bill to re-
flect a more concise arrangement be-
tween the Fish and Wildlife Service
and the Arkansas Game and Fish Com-
mission. My bill would mandate a prior
agreement between the Federal and
State governments before the State
could take over the management of
hunting on wildlife refuges. The agree-
ment mandated in my bill would en-
sure that State employees volunteering
their services had proper safety train-
ing, knowledge of the terrain, knowl-
edge of and adherence to Federal regu-
lations, and ability to protect individ-
uals and the natural resources.

I believe that shutting down the Gov-
ernment is a poor way of running a
government or business. Americans
who pay their taxes and play by the
rules should expect their Federal Gov-
ernment to function properly and per-
form services that people rely on. They
shouldn’t be punished for Congress’ in-
ability to conduct its housekeeping
chores. This bill only takes care of a
small portion of the impacts arising
from a Federal Government shutdown.
However, this approach makes sense
because there are currently such ar-
rangements where the States manage
Federal lands and historically, the Fed-
eral and State governments work
closely together in setting hunting sea-
sons.

I understand that we need to move
quickly to resolve these issues if we are
facing another potential shutdown on
December 15. As I believe that there
are still outstanding issues that need
to be resolved to ensure safety and the
protection of our natural resources, I
look forward to working with the
chairman, the Senate, the Fish and
Wildlife Service and the Arkansas
Game and Fish Commission on this
issue and urge my colleagues to sup-
port this bill.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California [Mr. RADANOVICH].

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, I represent the 19th Dis-
trict in California, and in that district
is included Yosemite National Park,
Kings and Sequoia National Parks. I
understand the magnitude of balancing
a budget and coming to shutdowns and
agreements, where we have really got
to get our act together fiscally and
budgetarily.

What I do not agree with is when in-
nocent citizens are caught in the way
of a government shutdown, such as the
communities of Oakhurst, Aubury,
Three Rivers, and Mariposa, those com-
munities whose interests depend heav-
ily on tourism generated by these na-
tional parks. It is for that reason that
I support this bill.

Those involved in government, those
that hang their hat on government,
government employees, this body,
those people are the ones that should
suffer the consequences of a Federal
Government unable to function and un-
able to come to agreements on a 7-year
balanced budget scored by CBO; not
people in small communities whose
economies thrive on open national
parks. It is for that reason I support
this bill.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this bill. It is an innocent
sounding bill. Why can we not do some-
thing like leave the parks and the wild-
life refuges open when we do not pass
the appropriation measure and have
them signed into law.

Well, if we do not pass the measure,
it has profound impacts. There is not
the funding available under the Con-
stitution to in fact fund these func-
tions of Government. Now, I am a little
confused today, because in this in-
stance, the new majority, the Repub-
licans, are attempting to cover up and
smooth over the problems that the
parks and the wildlife refuges are not
open under the funding lapse and we
will not be able to hunt in them. As a
hunter, I am sure that I would be con-
cerned if I had that tag for that deer in
Arkansas. I would want to participate
and hunt. I understand that particular
problem.

But, on the other hand, they want to
smooth over that problem, but later
today, under the debt ceiling legisla-
tion that is to be passed, they want to
shut the Government down completely.
They want to force Secretary Rubin
into relinquishing borrowing authority
that he lawfully exercises.

I am confused. What do you want? Do
you want to shut the Government down
or do you want to keep it open? The
fact of the matter is you could answer
this particular problem for this park
and hunting issue by stripping out all
the extraneous riders from the Interior
appropriation, the special interest pro-
visions for the mining industry, for the
grazing industry, taking out the rules
and regulations and the Tongass tim-
ber issues in southeast Alaska, which
are holding that bill up, and send it to
the President without that con-
troversy, come to a compromise and
pass and enact it.

You have not done that yet. The
G.O.P. hasn’t taken step one. That is
the reason we are here, nearly 3
months after the date this bill should
have been enacted. It is not enacted,
and now, we are going to go through
this hokey process of trying to suggest
that everything will really run just as
it is supposed to without funding, be-
cause we can enlist the States to run
the parks and the wildlife refuges and
you can go hunting if you want to, be-
cause the Governor from Arizona, for
example, is going to be able to operate
the park or the refuge.

What happens when someone gets in
the Colorado River and they are on the
wrong side and the Governor from Utah
is not involved with his personnel?
This bill does not make it possible to
respond. This bill does not work. You
have not answered the anti-deficiency
questions. You have waived that law.
You are fundamentally undercutting
the authority and the ability of Con-
gress in terms of controlling the purse
strings.

Is that really what this Congress
wants to do? I understand the good in-
tention and the practical problems
that some of my colleagues are having,
but that just underlines the impor-
tance of funding. We ought to keep the
pressure on to pass the Interior appro-
priation bill. We ought not to use this
as just one more opportunity to gratu-
itously beat up on Federal employees,
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on Park Service employees, on the
rangers and stewards of these public
lands, such as I heard at last week’s
hearing.

The issue H.R. 2677 had one day of
hearing, after little notice with regard
to it, and suggesting we have over 400
park personnel in the Grand Canyon to
operate it. The entire State of Arizona
has 200 Park Service employees. How
are they going to run the Grand Can-
yon? Not very well, I am afraid. The
suggestion then is that we do not need
those 400 Federal employees to operate
the Grand Canyon, that somehow they
are not doing their job or any State
could do this and we do not need the
Federal Government.

That is what this is all about. This is
just a political game, a charade we are
playing here, with I think a very im-
portant issue, the budget, and some-
thing very dear to the hearts of the
American people, our parks and wild-
life refugees. This bill actually creates
more problems than it solves. It re-
minds me of my experience of being
pushed off a deep drop off in a lake by
a friend who then prevented my drown-
ing and was hailed a hero. Thanks, but
no thanks with that swimming experi-
ence or this legislation.

The Republican leadership is advanc-
ing this bill, H.R. 2677, as a solution to
a self-imposed problem due to skewed
priorities. The Interior appropriations
bill still is not approved 10 weeks after
the start of the fiscal year, hence no
funding for the park and wildlife refuge
operation. If the Republican majority
had done its job and drafted a sound
appropriation measure without give-
aways to the grazing, timber and min-
ing industries, with funds for essential
programs we would not be in this crisis
situation without funding to keep our
national parks and refuges open during
a Federal shutdown and we would not
be considering H.R. 2677 today. Just
symbolically opening the Washington
Monument or Grand Canyon won’t
solve the budget problem.

Not only should this bill be unneces-
sary, it fails to address many practical
issues. I do not question the good in-
tentions of most States or the sincer-
ity of State employees who are willing
to do what they can in a difficult situa-
tion; however, managing the Washing-
ton Monument, Yellowstone, Grand
Canyon or any of our parks requires ex-
pertise that cannot be acquired on an
ad hoc, emergency basis. I was Chair-
man of the Subcommittee on National
Parks, Forests and Public Lands for 10
years and certainly I would like to see
the parks open for people to enjoy.
However, when our National Parks are
open, the public and common sense de-
mand that we ensure adequate public
safety and adequate protection of the
natural and cultural resources within
the unit. H.R. 2677 guarantees neither.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a shining ex-
ample of what is wrong with the 104th
Congress. The Resources Committee
held one hearing on two bills, on short
notice last Friday when most Members

had plans and had left for their dis-
tricts. There was no markup session
and we have had no opportunity to
offer amendments or refine the meas-
ure. Such a process makes a mockery
of the legislative process. In addition,
by pushing this bill through without
proper deliberation, the new majority
seems to imply that government shut-
downs will be the norm. The Congress,
rather than placing a band aid on the
problem, ought to be busy working to
avert the injury by enacting the regu-
lar appropriation measure or if we fail
in that, a continuing resolution to
avert the problem.

Are we going to have to enact a se-
ries of separate measures for all Fed-
eral programs short of funds, for Social
Security claims to be processed, and
another for passport services, and
many others until we have hundreds of
laws for every possible contingency re-
sulting from preventable Federal shut-
downs? We could replicate the entire
Federal code for funding shortfalls and
contract out the services to the States
in toto. Mr. Speaker, our Nation faces
serious budget constraints, declining
incomes and security for working peo-
ple, and many grave concerns. This
measure, H.R. 2677, is make-work legis-
lating, creating additional problems
just so we can solve them with bills
like the one before us today. I urge the
defeat of H.R. 2677. We should reaffirm
our support for a host of laws already
on the books.

This measure, beyond the misguided
and misdirected congressional focus,
could have profound impact on the leg-
islative branch of the Federal Govern-
ment. H.R. 2677 provides a blueprint
and an engraved invitation for the ex-
ecutive to sidestep congressional au-
thority to control spending, the purse
strings, and the land use policy of the
Federal Government. Ironically, Con-
gress has always been very careful to
guard land use policy as well, avoiding
the frequent requests for administra-
tive flexibility. Congress and its com-
mittees have properly asserted an ef-
fective role in land use questions and
most certainly in the designation and
operation of our crown jewels, the park
units.

This measure, H.R. 2677, undercuts
and weakens congressional control of
the funding and budget control. In
weeks past, the Republican majority
has loudly protested Secretary of
Treasury Rubin’s authority to borrow
and finance from specific accounts to
avert default and expand the debt ceil-
ing borrowing capacity of the Federal
Government. My question is what way
do you want it? Do you want to take
away the power of the executive branch
on debt ceiling and existing borrowing
authority or expand the ability of the
executive to avoid the shutdown of the
Federal non-exempt entities?

Congress is moving onto a slippery
slope when it begins to move land use
functions to the States. Frankly, this
Congress has just defeated studies, pol-
icy measures, even to consider chang-

ing the management authority and des-
ignation of parks, H.R. 260. Now we are
about to back into an ad hoc assump-
tion by States of selected National
Park management, especially parks
that would not even be considered for a
change of management.

This year our Committee on Re-
sources has repeatedly held hearings
and heard proposals to strip National
Park designation from our parks. Be-
yond these events, repeated proposals
have been introduced to force the Fed-
eral Government to transfer public do-
main lands or prevent the Federal Gov-
ernment from asserting its rights as re-
gards such Federal lands.

Repeatedly as the issues are raised
and become instantly controversial,
the Republican majority denies any in-
volvement. But just the reading of the
hearing record from this measure re-
flects the radical and extreme views es-
poused by my colleagues. It is the true
and factual source of many of these as-
sertions that engender such serious
concern.

Mr. Speaker, this bill solves no prob-
lem. In fact, it is a detour on the path
to a solution. It needlessly distracts
and is harmful to the interests and pre-
rogatives of Congress. It is certain to
raise yet more controversy and mis-
understandings. H.R. 2677 is a waste of
energy and time when we should be re-
solving our problems of appropriations,
not concocting schemes to shroud them
within. This lack of funding cannot be
wished away or solved without real
funding. Let’s defeat this bill and get
back to work.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. SHADEGG].

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 2677. It seems to me this is a
common sense bill that the American
people are crying out for and we hear
such silliness here on the floor. The
National Parks and National Wildlife
Refuge System Freedom Act of 1995 ad-
dressed a simple problem, but a prob-
lem that can be very severe.

In my State of Arizona, during the
last shutdown, we had a tragedy, actu-
ally we had many tragedies. People
who make their livelihood off the na-
tional park were devastated. People
would who wanted to visit one of the 7
Wonders of the World, the Grand Can-
yon, were told they could not do so.
And why were they told that? They
were told that because the premise is
that unless you have a Federal em-
ployee employed by the Federal Gov-
ernment standing at your side, you
cannot enjoy, indeed, the Federal Gov-
ernment will prohibit you from enjoy-
ing the grandeur of the Grand Canyon.

There is nothing more absurd in my
lifetime than that notion. The shut-
down of the Grand Canyon National
Park was itself politics that hurt the
American people. At no time in the his-
tory of this Nation should politics or
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political posturing be allowed to injure
the American people as they did in
that shutdown.

Yet let me bring you a statistic. In
the 32 times that the Government has
shut down in the last 2 decades, the Na-
tional Park Service has not once told a
private concessionaire that it had to
leech the park. Now, ask yourself why
did it do it this time? Why did the Gov-
ernment insist that this time conces-
sionaires in private parks must leave
the park? I submit to you it was politi-
cal posturing.

When we asked in the hearing held
last Friday the Federal Department of
Interior officials the answer to that,
their answer was a fascinating one. It
was that well, if the shutdown had
lasted only 2 days, one could fudge the
Anti-deficiency Act. But if it lasted 3
days, one could not.

Now, I asked them to find and their
lawyers to find the language in the
Anti-deficiency Act which says you can
fudge a shutdown for 2 or 3 days, but
you cannot fudge it for 3 or 4 days.
They could not do it.

There is a tragedy here, a tragedy of
arrogance, arrogance at the Federal
level. The notion which we have heard
on the floor today that the American
people should be denied the right and
visitors from across this Nation and
visitors from around this world who
have traveled thousands of miles to
visit the Grand Canyon, indeed, one of
the 7 Wonders of the World, should be
sent away because a Federal bureau-
crat is not there to stand beside them
as they stand at Mather Point and try
to absorb the beauty of the Grand Can-
yon.

The Governor of my State, Governor
Symington, came forward with a sim-
ple, common sense idea. He said while
you all posture in Washington, let me
in the State of Arizona run that park.
I take great umbrage at the words said
on this floor moments ago that the
State of Arizona could not run the
park well because it has only 200 em-
ployees. Such arrogance at the Federal
level is offensive. This bill should pass.
I urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER].

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

The previous speaker, of course,
talks about arrogance, he talks about
posturing, he talks about politics. In 5
seconds we could preclude all of that
happening by a simple continuing reso-
lution that says the Republican leader-
ship has not been able to do the job of
passing appropriation bills. But we will
pass a continuing resolution.

We did it very briefly when you de-
cided it was time to do it. We did it
very briefly the time before that when
you decided to do it. This whole busi-
ness of shutting down parks and any-
thing else is political posturing. I
called it terrorist tactics, as you may
recall, previously. The fact of the mat-
ter is I rise in opposition to this legis-

lation which would allow State em-
ployees to replace Federal employees
during any future Government shut-
downs.

While I hope the Republican leader-
ship will not force us into another
shutdown, I ask that they stop pretend-
ing that shutdowns affect only those
programs you do not like. If we like
them, well, we ought to fund them. If
we do not like them, clearly the State
officials in Arizona were concerned
about the impact of the closure of the
Grand Canyon. I think all of us would
agree with that.

On a lesser scale, officials in my own
State were concerned about the impact
of closure of Green Belt National Park,
Catoctin Mountain Park, Fort
McHenry and the Smithsonian, which
had an obvious impact on tourism in
the Maryland suburbs. The Speaker
and the leadership would like the
American people to think that these
national assets can keep going even
while they close down the Government,
the parts they do not like.

Last week in the Subcommittee on
Civil Service, Social Security Commis-
sioner Chater was questioned about
why she did not retain more employees
to keep critical services moving ahead.
My Republican friends must learn you
cannot have it both ways. You cannot
deliberately shut down the Govern-
ment and then use backdoor methods
to keep open agencies in operation that
happen to be especially popular.

In addition to raising a number of se-
rious legal and management questions,
this legislation is yet another attack
on Federal workers. While many of our
parks rely on volunteer help, it is out-
rageous to suggest that State workers
with many other duties to fulfill can
instantly qualify to manage our parks
and national wildlife refuges.

The Patuxent Wildlife Research Cen-
ter in my district is renowned for its
work with endangered species. I do not
believe any volunteer, frankly, without
training could come in and operate it.
If the leadership is serious about keep-
ing our parks open, if the leadership is
serious about keeping our parks open,
they ought to do what they should
have done by October 1, pass the appro-
priation bills that the President can
accept. If the Republicans are serious
about keeping Social Security func-
tioning, they ought to pass a Labor-
Health appropriations measure that
the President can sign.

Today is December 12 and the leader-
ship has not even brought a bill to the
floor in the Senate on this issue. Some
50,000 employees, they are not national
parks, but they are people who need
programs to make sure that they have
housing, make sure that they can eat,
make sure their kids can get Head
Start programs and other things that
may not be as important as seeing the
7th Wonder of the World, but they are
important to some.

b 1645
I urge the House to reject this meas-

ure and keep the pressure on the Re-

publican leadership to take their re-
sponsibilities seriously. Do not shut
down Government.

BOB DOLE said we ought not to do it,
and he is right. And it will take 5 sec-
onds. A unanimous consent to do a con-
tinuing resolution to continue the in-
existence continuing resolution offered
by the Republican leadership just days
ago and say that it will go until Janu-
ary 26 or 30. Five seconds and this prob-
lem would be eliminated.

Why does it exist? Political postur-
ing.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume, before I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona, to say that we
have just heard one of the most par-
tisan presentations for a subject the
gentleman knows nothing about.

It is very, very disturbing to me that
before this, this was a debate about ref-
uges and parks and the ability to keep
them open to the taxpayer. And it dis-
turbs me, as I have said before, that I
have been here long enough to remem-
ber before we had these television cam-
eras. If Members want to play the tele-
vision, that is fine, but we are trying
to solve a problem.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
SHADEGG].

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, I sim-
ply want to briefly respond to the re-
marks we have just heard. The notion
that is posited here that this is a one-
sided problem, that, indeed, only one
party can be blamed for the budgetary
impasse that we have before the Nation
right now, nothing could be further
from the truth.

The simple truth lies in the words
which were used. Pass a bill the Presi-
dent can accept. It is a simple propo-
sition. No measure passes this Congress
without the votes to pass it, but it does
not become law until the President
also signs. The budget impasse we face
today is of equal burden and falls upon
both parties.

I have a discussion with my staffers
when I hire them. There are two kinds
of people in the world, those who look
for ways to solve problems and those
who look for excuses why they cannot
be solved. What we have heard today is
that there is an acknowledged problem.
We have a budget impasse. The other
side of the aisle says here are excuses
why we cannot solve the problem. Our
side says we can find a solution. This
bill is the solution.

I simply want to add a dimension of
the problem. This is a letter written by
Susan Morley of Flagstaff, Arizona. It
details how her husband died in 1992 of
cancer at the age of 41. He asked his
ashes to distributed at Ribbon Falls in
the Grand Canyon, and then there was
scheduled this year a family reunion of
their entire family from across the Na-
tion to visit Ribbon Falls in his mem-
ory. They were denied the right to do
that, and she details in here her 13-
year-old crying because she could not
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go to Ribbon Falls to celebrate her fa-
ther’s passing and his memory because
of the Federal Government shutdown.

There is a way to solve this problem
and not to look for excuses. It is in this
bill. I urge its passage.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER].

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

My purpose was not to be partisan in
presentation, as is alleged by the chair-
man, my good friend, the chairman of
the committee. My purpose was to say
that there is a very simple way to get
out of this perceived problem, and that
is to say, yes, we have differences, they
are substantive differences, and we are
debating them, and we will go on de-
bating them for probably weeks to
come because there is substantial dis-
agreement within your party and be-
tween the President and the Congress.
The simple way to do it is to say we do
not intend to shut down the parks or
other aspects of Government. The fact
of the matter is, we are going to oper-
ate Government while we debate these
issues.

I would say to the gentleman that
that was my point. I think it is a valid
point on this bill and others like it
that seek to accept certain portions as
opposed to making sure that the Gov-
ernment continues to operate.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, this is not
the solution, this is a coverup in terms
of what the real solution is. The real
solution is passing the Interior appro-
priations bill.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
how much time do the parties have
left?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The gentleman from Alaska
[Mr. YOUNG] has 21⁄2 minutes, and the
gentleman from California [Mr. MIL-
LER] has 4 minutes remaining.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
have reserved the right to close, I be-
lieve, but I yield myself such time as I
may consume to suggest if the gen-
tleman had reached his point and not
added all the little adjectives to it, I
would have been much happier.

I will not disagree with some of the
things he says, but I would suggest
when he brings in the other appropria-
tions bills, brings my leadership into
question, when this is a two-party
street, why did the gentleman not men-
tion the President? That is all I sug-
gested.

It means a great deal to me that we
solve this problem of refuges and
parks. And I hope on that side of the
aisle, I hope Members understand if
they vote against this bill what they
are doing. It is not my fault, it may
not be my colleagues’ fault, but we are
allowing the Secretary for the first
time in history to deprive our tax-
payers of the utilization of our refuges

and parks, and tell me that is not po-
litical.

When Secretary Babbitt will run
down and campaign in every district
that has a Republican, and he has done
that, and I have that documented, that
is politics. I am tired of politics on this
floor. I want to keep the parks open
and the refuges open, because that is
the taxpayer’s right.

If my colleagues want to play poli-
tics, we will play politics. But let us
leave this part of it out. This is for the
parks and the refuges.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the Grand Canyon was
not closed because of the failure of the
budgetary process. the Grand Canyon
was closed because the Republican
party, which numbers 234 in this House,
has not passed an appropriations bill
for the Department of the Interior. And
the fact of the matter is, that bill was
to be passed on October 1 and it is De-
cember 12 and it still has not passed.
They brought it to the House twice and
it was rejected on a bipartisan basis,
overwhelmingly rejected because of its
extreme nature.

The Republicans are looking for
someone to point a finger at and some-
one to blame. They ought to take some
personal responsibility. They have
failed to pass the appropriations bill. If
the appropriations bill was passed,
then the Grand Canyon would be treat-
ed by those other agencies of the Fed-
eral Government whose bills were
passed and they were not affected by
the shutdown. But the Republicans
have failed and now they want to
blame somebody. They are not going to
get away with it.

Pass the appropriations bill and pass
a bill that, yes, is acceptable to the
President of the United States and to
the people of this country. That is not
what the Republicans have been serv-
ing up on the floor of this House, and
that is why they have been repudiated
twice. Because the people of this coun-
try are not going to sacrifice these re-
sources so that the Republicans can
open them up some emergency basis.

Mr. Speaker, I know it is a cliche,
but we often talk about the defendant
that killed his parents and then threw
himself on the mercy of the court be-
cause he was an orphan. The Repub-
licans here have failed to deliver a bill
in a timely fashion. The fact is they
have failed, I believe, to deliver every
appropriations bill in a timely fashion
for, I believe, the first time in modern
history in this Congress. And the fact
of the matter is that is why the Gov-
ernment was shut down. That is sepa-
rate from the budgetary process.

Mr. Speaker, the fact of the matter
is, we did not have a continuing resolu-
tion because the Republican leader, the
Speaker of the House, threw a tan-
trum, and that tantrum resulted in
tens of thousands of Federal employees
being thrown out of work, and millions
of Americans being disappointed,

whether they were trying to bury their
family in veterans cemeteries or at
Ribbon Falls. But that happened for a
single reason; because the Republican
majority in this House failed to meet
the mandates of the laws. It is just
that simple. It is just that simple.

If the budget talks collapse tomorrow
or the next day or next year, if the Re-
publicans pass the appropriations bill,
then those people will not be dis-
appointed and those people will not be
punished who are employees and those
who wish to take advantage of the
services of the Federal Government. So
they have cooked up this bill. They
have cooked up this bill to cover this
trail. This is dragging the tree limbs
behind the horse so maybe the people
who are following this will not know
where they are going. They know ex-
actly where they are going.

The Republicans are planning to shut
down the Government again. They are
anticipating it, which suggests maybe
the good faith bargaining everybody
talks about is not taking place, and at
the same time they are trying to cover
up for the mistakes they made in the
past. They were so excited to shut
down the Federal Government, they
did it prematurely. They did it before
there was any controversy. But they
went ahead and shut it down, and the
American people said what the hell are
they doing. This does not make sense.
We have not even arrived at the point
where we have a serious controversy.

So now they are coming back from
that position that they found was so
unpopular with the American public,
and now they are trying to pretend
they are doing something to deal with
it. The Republicans can deal with this.
Pass the Interior appropriations bill.
But if the Republicans are going to
load it up, as they have in the past,
with a lot of provisions to destroy the
forest and destroy the wild lands of
this country, it will not be acceptable,
and the President is not going to sign
it, and they will, again, have enabled
people to shut down the Government of
this country because of their own fail-
ures to meet their deadlines and to
meet the guidelines and the laws of
this country.

Mr. Speaker, the only reason we are here
today with H.R. 2677 is that the Republican
majority failed to do its job and pass an ac-
ceptable appropriations bill to fund our na-
tional parks and wildlife refuges.

The majority has twice failed to generate
sufficient votes to pass its own Interior bill.
And now, to cover the tracks of that failure,
they have cooked up this specious and absurd
piece of legislation. Let us be clear: This bill
is nothing but camouflage to conceal the Re-
publican leadership’s failure to do its job.

H.R. 2766 has been titled the ‘‘National
Park and Wildlife Refuge Systems Freedom
Act of 1995’’. This bill does not free our na-
tional parks or refuges from anything. Instead,
it raises more concerns than it answers, and
it places our parks, and our citizens, at great
risk.

Which parks or refuges would be opened in
the event of a Government shut-down?
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What services would be provided?
Who would be liable to accidents to visitors

or damage to resources? Governor Symington
of Arizona tells us he thinks Federal taxpayers
should indemnify States for damages and inju-
ries caused when States operate Federal fa-
cilities. An interesting feature of the new fed-
eralism!

If you are serious seeking the answers to
these and other questions about this hastily
developed bill, do not look to the Committee
on Resources. We have held one, perfunctory
hearing, on a day when the House was not
even in session; multiple questions about the
bill went unanswered. We held no subcommit-
tee mark up; no full committee mark up; there
is no report on this bill.

And today, the House is being given no op-
portunity to amend this bill to address the
many concerns and criticisms that have been
raised about it.

H.R. 2677 is really a pretty poor solution to
the Republican failure to provide an appropria-
tions bill to fund our national parks and wildlife
refuges. If you were really serious about this
problem, we would be better off passing a law
declaring all national park and wildlife refuge
employees as emergency employees for the
duration of a shutdown. Instead, you are going
to have States determine what parks and ref-
uges are open in a shutdown and what serv-
ices will be provided. I note Governor Syming-
ton’s offer to assist with Grand Canyon Na-
tional Park, but what about Saguaro National
Park, Petrified Forest National Park, or any of
the 17 other national park units in Arizona?
The Governor did not answer that one.

Let me tell you what this bill is really about.
It is not about keeping the parks open, be-

cause it is so poorly drafted and ill-conceived
that no one seriously believes it is going to be-
come law. It is polemics, not policy.

No, what this bill is about is the Republican
leadership, who demanded that it be pre-
maturely brought to the floor this week, want-
ing to immunize itself against charges that it
shut down the national parks again because
Republicans cannot figure out how to pass an
Interior appropriations bill. And this bill is a lit-
tle insurance policy, so they can go home and
tell their disappointed constituents: ‘‘Oh, I
didn’t vote to close the parks. Those nasty
Democrats did because they refused to pass
H.R. 2677.’’

But the Republicans know, and the Amer-
ican people know, this bill could not become
law in time for the possible shut-down this
week, and so there is really no rush. It should
be given much fuller consideration.

And last, let me mention that many of those
who are promoting this bill are also advocates
for turning over Federal lands, including pro-
tected national parks, to the States so that

miners, loggers, and others can exploit them
free from the management policies developed
on behalf of all Americans by past Con-
gresses.

H.R. 2677 has been conceived as a first
step towards the dismantling of our parks, ref-
uges, wilderness areas and other Federal
lands. And that is exactly how passage of
H.R. 2677 will be interpreted by its supporters.

Do not let the Republicans play dangerous
political games with our national parks! Vote
‘‘no’’ on H.R. 2677.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
how much time do I have left?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 11⁄2 minutes.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume to say that the gentleman
that just spoke voted twice to recom-
mit the bill. We brought a bill to the
floor, an appropriations bill that could
pass, to send to the President, and then
if he vetoed it, we would know really
where the differences lie. But the gen-
tleman was in the minority. He was in
the minority. And this House has not
done its job because the minority says
they know what is best for the major-
ity.

The minority will have an oppor-
tunity this week to vote on the same
bill. Hopefully, it will pass and it will
go to the President and he will prob-
ably veto it. Then that is in his ball-
park. But the big thing right now is,
again, I want to stress that for the first
time in history this Secretary, the ar-
rogance of this individual, has taken
away the rights of the American peo-
ple.

All this bill does is say if a State
wishes to do so, in the case of a conflict
between the Congress and the Presi-
dent of the United States, they, in fact,
can offer their services to keep these
areas open for the general public.

Mr. Speaker, may I suggest, and cor-
rect the gentleman from California,
that in 1987 the majority on that side
passed, for a full year, 13 continuing
resolutions for all 12 months for all 13
agencies. Do not tell me about the law.
In fact, in 1974, when Mr. Carter was
running around here, 1975 and 1976, in
that period of time, 1978, I cannot re-
member all the years he has been
there, each time they, in fact, passed
continuing resolutions. They never met
the time frame.

I have heard this argument again and
again about the Republican party not
doing this. The Democrats have failed

miserably, and in the meantime put us
$6 trillion in debt.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong opposition to the bill before us. This bill
would temporarily place the management of
national parks and wildlife refuges under State
control, and it raise several concerns. First, as
author of the underlying legislation for the Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge System, I have long op-
posed any giveaways in Federal authority to
the States.

These lands belong to the people of the
United States—not any one State, and they
must be managed according to the purposes
established through Federal legislation.

Second, as a long-time hunter, I, too, wish
to see the refuges remain open. There is a
simple way to achieve this, and one which the
majority has twice failed to do by bringing an
appropriations bill to this floor which is so ex-
treme that it cannot pass. The Interior appro-
priations bill is over 2 months late.

Third, there are unresolved questions about
the liability and other matters when the Fed-
eral Government hands over the keys of these
treasures to the States.

The majority is right! It is irresponsible to
close down our national parks and the refuge
system. It is a shame that we are facing a
second Government shutdown later this week
because the majority is unable to pass a rea-
sonable funding bill for parks and refuges.

Now I must say that I have the most respect
for the chairman of the Resources Committee,
with whom I have worked diligently to assem-
ble a bill which will make improvements in our
Refuge System. H.R. 2677 is bad legislation
which goes against those things which Chair-
man YOUNG and I are trying to achieve with
legislative reforms to improve our refuges, and
does so to try to carve out exemptions for
hunters.

As a hunter, I want refuges open. As a leg-
islator, I want good legislation for our refuge
system. H.R. 2677 might be good politics, but
it is terrible policy. I urge defeat of this bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
has expired.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Alaska [Mr.
YOUNG] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2677, as
amended.

The question was taken.
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

N O T I C E
Incomplete record of House proceedings. Except for concluding business which follows,

today’s House proceedings will be continued in the next issue of the Record.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1977,
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1996

Mr. REGULA submitted the follow-
ing conference report and statement on

the bill (H.R. 1977) making appropria-
tions for the Department of the Inte-
rior and related agencies for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1996, and for
other purposes:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 104–402)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
1977) making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of the Interior and related agencies, for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, and
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for other purposes, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses
as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 4, 21, 24, 40, 54, 57, 67, 77, 83,
85, 94, 99, 100, 105, 107, 111, 117, 118, 123, 136,
138, 147, 148, 155, 163, 166, and 169.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 10, 11, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 28, 32, 34,
36, 45, 46, 48, 50, 51, 52, 56, 59, 61, 62, 66, 71, 72,
73, 74, 75, 76, 78, 80, 81, 82, 87, 88, 93, 96, 97, 102,
103, 106, 109, 113, 121, 124, 126, 127, 128, 129, 130,
131, 133, 134, 137, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 144, 145,
149, 150, 157, 159, 160, 161, and 162, and agree to
the same.

Amendment numbered 1:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 1, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment insert the following: ,
and assessment of mineral potential of public
lands pursuant to P.L. 96–487 (16 U.S.C. 3150
(a)), $568,062,000; and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 2:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 2, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

Restore the matter stricken by said
amendment, amended as follows: After the
first comma in said amendment insert: of
which $2,000,000 shall be available for assess-
ment of the mineral potential of public lands in
Alaska pursuant to section 1010 of P.L. 96–487
(16 U.S.C. 3150), and; and the Senate agree to
the same.

Amendment numbered 3:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 3, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $568,062,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 5:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 5, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $3,115,000; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 6:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 6, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $101,500,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 7:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 7, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $12,800,000; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 8:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 8, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $93,379,000; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 9:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 9, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment insert the following:

$497,943,000, to remain available for obligation
until September 30, 1997, and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 12:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 12, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $37,655,000; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 14:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 14, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $36,900,000; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 22:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 22, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment insert: :Provided further, That the
Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service may
charge reasonable fees for expenses to the Fed-
eral Government for providing training by the
National Education and Training Center: Pro-
vided further, That all training fees collected
shall be available to the Director, until ex-
pended, without further appropriation, to be
used for the costs of training and education pro-
vided by the National Education and Training
Center; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 23:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 23, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

Retain the matter proposed by said amend-
ment amended as follows: Following ‘‘Public
Law 88–567,’’ insert: if for any reason the Sec-
retary disapproves for use in 1996 or does not fi-
nally approve for use in 1996 and pesticide or
chemical which was approved for use in 1995 or
had been requested for use in 1996 by the sub-
mission of a pesticide use proposal as of Septem-
ber 19, 1995, ; and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 25:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 25, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment insert: :$1,083,151,000; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 26:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 26, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

Restore the matter stricken by said
amendment, amended to read as follows: ,
and of which not more than $500,000 shall be
available for development of the National Park
Service’s management plan for the Mojave Na-
tional Preserve: Provided, That these funds
shall be strictly limited to the development ac-
tivities for the Preserve’s management plan ;
and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 27:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 27, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: :$37,649,000 ; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 29:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 29, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $36,212,000 ; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 30:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 30, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $143,225,000 ; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 31:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 31, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum stricken and inserted by
said amendment insert the following:
$4,500,000 of the funds provided herein ; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 33:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 33, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $49,100,000 ; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 35:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 35, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: : Provided, That any funds made
available for the purpose of acquisition of the
Elwha and Glines dams shall be used solely for
acquisition, and shall not be expended until the
full purchase amount has been appropriated by
the Congress ; and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 37:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 37, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment insert: None of the funds in this
Act may be spent by the National Park Service
for activities taken in direct response to the
United Nations Biodiversity Convention.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 38:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 38, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment insert:

The National Park Service may enter into co-
operative agreements that involve the transfer of
National Park Service appropriated funds to
state, local and tribal governments, other public
entities, educational institutions, and private
nonprofit organizations for the public purpose
of carrying out National Park Service programs.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 39:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 39, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment insert:

The National Park Service shall, within exist-
ing funds, conduct a Feasibility Study for a
northern access route into Denali National Park
and preserve in Alaska, to be completed within
one year of the enactment of this Act and sub-
mitted to the House and Senate Committees on
Appropriations and to the Senate Committee on
Energy and (Natural Resources and the House
Committee on Resources. The Feasibility Study
shall ensure that resource impacts from any
plan to create such access route are evaluated
with accurate information and according to a
process that takes into consideration park val-
ues, visitor needs, a full range of alternatives,
the viewpoints of all interested parties, includ-
ing the tourism industry and the State of Alas-
ka, and potential needs for compliance with the
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National Environmental Policy Act. The Study
shall also address the time required for develop-
ment of alternatives and identify all associated
costs.

This Feasibility Study shall be conducted sole-
ly by the National Park Service planning per-
sonnel permanently assigned to National Park
Service offices located in the State of Alaska in
consultation with the State of Alaska Depart-
ment of Transportation.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 41:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 41, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment insert the following: and
to conduct inquiries into the economic condi-
tions affecting mining and materials processing
industries (30 U.S.C. 3, 21a, and 1603; 50 U.S.C.
98g and related purposes as authorized by law
and to publish and disseminate data;
$73,503,000; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 42:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 42, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

Restore the matter stricken by said
amendment amended to read as follows: , and
of which $137,000,000 for resource research and
the operations of Cooperative Research Units
shall remain available until September 30, 1997,
and of which $16,000,000 shall remain available
until expended for conducting inquiries into the
economic conditions affecting mining and mate-
rials processing industries; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 43:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 43, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

Restore the matter stricken by said
amendment amended to read as follows: :
Provided further, That funds available herein
for resource research may be used for the pur-
chase of not to exceed 61 passenger motor vehi-
cles, of which 55 are for replacement only: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds available
under this head for resource research shall be
used to conduct new surveys on private prop-
erty, including new aerial surveys for the des-
ignation of habitat under the Endangered Spe-
cies Act, except when it is made known to the
Federal official having authority to obligate or
expend such funds that the survey or research
has been requested and authorized in writing by
the property owner or the owner’s authorized
representative: Provided further, that none of
the funds provided herein for resource research
may be used to administer a volunteer program
when it is made known to the Federal official
having authority to obligate or expend such
funds that the volunteers are not properly
trained or that information gathered by the vol-
unteers is not carefully verified: Provided fur-
ther, That no later than April 1, 1996, the Direc-
tor of the United States Geological Survey shall
issue agency guidelines for resource research
that ensure that scientific and technical peer re-
view is utilized as fully as possible in selection
of projects for funding and ensure the validity
and reliability of research and data collection
on Federal lands: Provided further, That no
funds available for resource research may be
used for any activity that was not authorized
prior to the establishment of the National Bio-
logical Survey: Provided further, That once
every five years the National Academy of
Sciences shall review and report on the resource
research activities of the Survey: Provided fur-
ther, That if specific authorizing legislation is
enacted during or before the start of fiscal year
1996, the resource research component of the
Survey should comply with the provisions of
that legislation: Provided further, That unobli-

gated and unexpended balances in the National
Biological Survey, Research, inventories and
surveys account at the end of the fiscal year
1995, shall be merged with and made a part of
the United States Geological Survey, Surveys,
investigations, and research account and shall
remain available for obligation until September
30, 1996: Provided further, That the authority
granted to the United States Bureau of Mines to
conduct mineral surveys and to determine min-
eral values by section 603 of Public Law 94–579
is hereby transferred to, and vested in, the Di-
rector of the United States Geological Survey;
and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 44:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 44, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $182,994,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 47:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 47, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment insert the following:

For expenses necessary for, and incidental to,
the closure of the United States Bureau of
Mines, $64,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which not to exceed $5,000,000 may be
used for the completion and/or transfer of cer-
tain ongoing projects within the United States
Bureau of Mines, such projects to be identified
by the Secretary of the Interior within 90 days
of enactment of this Act: Provided, That there
hereby are transferred to, and vested in, the
Secretary of Energy: (1) the functions pertain-
ing to the promotion of health and safety in
mines and the mineral industry through re-
search vested by law in the Secretary of the In-
terior or the United States Bureau of Mines and
performed in fiscal year 1995 by the United
States Bureau of Mines at its Pittsburgh Re-
search Center in Pennsylvania, and at its Spo-
kane Research Center in Washington; (2) the
functions pertaining to the conduct of inquiries,
technological investigations and research con-
cerning the extraction, processing, use and dis-
posal of mineral substances vested by law in the
Secretary of the Interior or the United States
Bureau of Mines and performed in fiscal year
1995 by the United States Bureau of Mines
under the minerals and materials science pro-
grams at its Pittsburgh Research Center in
Pennsylvania, and at its Albany Research Cen-
ter in Oregon; and (3) the functions pertaining
to mineral reclamation industries and the devel-
opment of methods for the disposal, control, pre-
vention, and reclamation of mineral waste prod-
ucts vested by law in the Secretary of the Inte-
rior or the United States Bureau of Mines and
performed in fiscal year 1995 by the United
States Bureau of Mines at its Pittsburgh Re-
search Center in Pennsylvania: Provided fur-
ther, That, if any of the same functions were
performed in fiscal year 1995 at locations other
than those listed above, such functions shall not
be transferred to the Secretary of Energy from
those other locations; Provided further, That
the Director of the Office of Management and
Budget, in consultation with the Secretary of
Energy and the Secretary of the Interior, is au-
thorized to make such determinations as may be
necessary with regard to the transfer of func-
tions which relate to or are used by the Depart-
ment of the Interior, or component thereof af-
fected by this transfer of functions, and to make
such dispositions of personnel, facilities, assets,
liabilities, contracts, property, records, and un-
expended balances of appropriations, authoriza-
tions, allocations, and other funds held, used,
arising from, available to or to be made avail-
able in connection with, the functions trans-
ferred herein as are deemed necessary to accom-
plish the purposes of this transfer: Provided fur-

ther, That all reductions in personnel com-
plements resulting from the provisions of this
Act shall, as to the functions transferred to the
Secretary of Energy, be done by the Secretary of
the Interior as though these transfers had not
taken place but had been required of the De-
partment of the Interior by all other provisions
of this Act before the transfers of function be-
come effective: Provided further, That the trans-
fers of function to the Secretary of Energy shall
become effective on the date specified by the Di-
rector of the Office of Management and Budget,
but in no event later than 90 days after enact-
ment into law of this Act: Provided further,
That the reference to ‘‘function’’ includes, but
is not limited to, any duty, obligation, power,
authority, responsibility, right, privilege, and
activity, or the plural thereof, as the case may
be; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 49:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 49, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $173,887,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 53:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 53, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment insert the following:
$1,384,434,000; and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 55:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 55, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment insert the following:
$100,255,000 shall be for welfare assistance
grants and not to exceed $104,626,000; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 58:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 58, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $68,209,000; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 60:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 60, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $71,854,000; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment Numbered 63:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 63, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

Retain the matter proposed by said amend-
ment amended as follows: Before ‘‘: Provided
further’’ in said amendment, insert: , to be-
come effective on July 1, 1997; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 64:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 64, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $100,833,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 65:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 65, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $80,645,000; and the Senate agree
to the same.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H 14291December 12, 1995
Amendment Numbered 68:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 68, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

Retain the matter proposed by said amend-
ment amended as follows: In lieu of the sum
named in said amendment insert: $500,000;
and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 69:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 69, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

Retain the matter proposed by said amend-
ment, amended as follows:

In lieu of the first sum named in said
amendment insert: $4,500,000.

In lieu of the second sum named in said
amendment insert: $35,914,000.

In lieu of the third sum named in said
amendment insert: $500,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 70:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 70, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment insert the following:
$65,188,000, of which (1) $61,661,000 shall be
available until expended for technical assist-
ance, including maintenance assistance, disas-
ter assistance, insular management controls,
and brown tree snake control and research; and
the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 79:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 79, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

Retain the matter proposed by said amend-
ment amended as follows:

In lieu of ‘‘October 1, 1995’’ named in said
amendment insert: March 1, 1996; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 84:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 84, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

Restore the matter stricken by said
amendment, amended to read as follows: Sec.
108. Prior to the transfer of Presidio properties
to the Presidio Trust, when authorized, the Sec-
retary may not obligate in any calendar month
more than 1⁄12 of the fiscal year 1996 appropria-
tion for operation of the Presidio: Provided,
That this section shall expire on December 31,
1995.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment Numbered, 86:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 86, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert:

SEC. 115. (a) Of the funds appropriated by this
Act or any subsequent Act providing for appro-
priations in fiscal years 1996 and 1997, not more
than 50 percent of any self-governance funds
that would otherwise be allocated to each In-
dian tribe in the State of Washington shall ac-
tually be paid to or on account of such Indian
tribe from and after the time at which such tribe
shall—

(1) take unilateral action that adversely im-
pacts the existing rights to and/or customary
uses of, nontribal member owners of fee simple
land within the exterior boundary of the tribe’s
reservation to water, electricity, or any other
similar utility or necessity for the nontribal
members’ residential use of such land; or

(2) restrict or threaten to restrict said owners
use of or access to publicly maintained rights of
way necessary or desirable in carrying the utili-
ties or necessities described above.

(b) Such penalty shall not attach to the initi-
ation of any legal actions with respect to such
rights or the enforcement of any final judg-
ments, appeals from which have been exhausted,
with respect thereto.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment Numbered 89:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 89, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment insert: Sec. 118. Section 4(b) of
Public Law 94–241 (90 Stat. 263) as added by sec-
tion 10 of Public Law 99–396 is amended by de-
leting ‘‘until Congress otherwise provides by
law.’’ and inserting in lieu thereof: ‘‘except
that, for fiscal years 1996 through 2002, pay-
ments to the Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands pursuant to the multi-year
funding agreements contemplated under the
Covenant shall be $11,000,000 annually, subject
to an equal local match and all other require-
ments set forth in the Agreement of the Special
Representatives on Future Federal Financial
Assistance of the Northern Mariana Islands, ex-
ecuted on December 17, 1992 between the special
representative of the President of the United
States and special representatives of the Gov-
ernor of the Northern Mariana Islands with any
additional amounts otherwise made available
under this section in any fiscal year and not re-
quired to meet the schedule of payments in this
subsection to be provided as set forth in sub-
section (c) until Congress otherwise provides by
law.

‘‘(c) The additional amounts referred to in
subsection (b) shall be made available to the
Secretary for obligation as follows:

‘‘(1) for fiscal years 1996 through 2001,
$4,580,000 annually for capital infrastructure
projects as Impact Aid for Guam under section
104(c)(6) of Public Law 99–239;

‘‘(2) for fiscal year 1996, $7,700,000 shall be
provided for capital infrastructure projects in
American Samoa; $4,420,000 for resettlement of
Rongelap Atoll; and

‘‘(3) for fiscal years 1997 and thereafter, all
such amounts shall be available solely for cap-
ital infrastructure projects in Guam, the Virgin
Islands, American Samoa, the Commonwealth of
the Northern Mariana Islands, the Republic of
Palau, the Federated States of Micronesia and
the Republic of the Marshall Islands: Provided,
That, in fiscal year 1997, $3,000,000 of such
amounts shall be made available to the College
of the Northern Marianas and beginning in fis-
cal year 1997, and in each year thereafter, not
to exceed $3,000,000 may be allocated, as pro-
vided in appropriations Acts, to the Secretary of
the Interior for use by Federal agencies or the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands to address immigration, labor, and law en-
forcement issues in the Northern Mariana Is-
lands. The specific projects to be funded in
American Samoa shall be set forth in a five-year
plan for infrastructure assistance developed by
the Secretary of the Interior in consultation
with the American Samoa Government and up-
dated annually and submitted to the Congress
concurrent with the budget justifications for the
Department of the Interior. In developing budg-
et recommendations for capital infrastructure
funding, the Secretary shall indicate the highest
priority projects, consider the extent to which
particular projects are part of an overall master
plan, whether such project has been reviewed by
the Corps of Engineers and any recommenda-
tions made as a result of such review, the extent
to which a set-aside for maintenance would en-
hance the life of the project, the degree to which
a local cost-share requirement would be consist-
ent with local economic and fiscal capabilities,
and may propose an incremental set-aside, not
to exceed $2,000,000 per year, to remain available
without fiscal year limitation, as an emergency
fund in the event of natural or other disasters
to supplement other assistance in the repair, re-

placement, or hardening of essential facilities:
Provided further, That the cumulative amount
set aside for such emergency fund may not ex-
ceed $10,000,000 at any time.

‘‘(d) Within the amounts allocated for infra-
structure pursuant to this section, and subject
to the specific allocations made in subsection
(c), additional contributions may be made, as set
forth in appropriations Acts, to assist in the re-
settlement of Rongelap Atoll: Provided, That the
total of all contributions from any Federal
source after enactment of this Act may not ex-
ceed $32,000,000 and shall be contingent upon an
agreement, satisfactory to the President, that
such contributions are a full and final settle-
ment of all obligations of the United States to
assist in the resettlement of Rongelap Atoll and
that such funds will be expended solely on reset-
tlement activities and will be properly audited
and accounted for. In order to provide such con-
tributions in a timely manner, each Federal
agency providing assistance or services, or con-
ducting activities, in the Republic of the Mar-
shall Islands, is authorized to make funds avail-
able through the Secretary of the Interior, to as-
sist in the resettlement of Rongelap. Nothing in
this subsection shall be construed to limit the
provision of ex gratia assistance pursuant to
section 105(c)(2) of the Compact of Free Associa-
tion Act of 1985 (Public Law 99–239, 99 Stat.
1770, 1792), including for individuals choosing
not to resettle at Rongelap, except that no such
assistance for such individuals may be provided
until the Secretary notifies the Congress that
the full amount of all funds necessary for reset-
tlement at Rongelap has been provided.’’.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment Numbered 90:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 90, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $178.000,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 91:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 91, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment insert the following:
$136,794,000, to remain available until expended,
as authorized by law; and the Senate agree to
the same.

Amendment Numbered 92:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 92, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $1,256,253,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 95:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 95, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $163,500,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 98:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 98, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $41,200,000; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment Numbered 101:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 101, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

Retain the matter proposed by said amend-
ment amended as follows: Following ‘‘Forest
Service,’’ in said amendment insert: other
than the relocation of the Regional Office for
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Region 5 of the Forest Service from San Fran-
cisco to excess military property at Mare Island,
Vallejo, California, ; and the Senate agree to
the same.

Amendment Numbered 104:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 104, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment insert: Any funds available to the
Forest Service may be used for retrofitting Mare
Island facilities to accommodate the relocation:
Provided, That funds for the move must come
from funds otherwise available to Region 5: Pro-
vided further, That any funds to be provided for
such purposes shall only be available upon ap-
proval of the House and Senate Committees on
Appropriations.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment Numbered 108:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 108, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment insert:

For fiscal years 1996 and 1997, the Secretary
shall continue the current Tongass Land Man-
agement Plan (TLMP) and may accommodate
commercial tourism (if an agreement is signed
between the Forest Service and the Alaska Visi-
tors’ Association), except that during this pe-
riod, the Secretary shall maintain at least the
number of acres of suitable available and suit-
able scheduled timber lands, and Allowable Sale
Quantity, as identified in the Preferred Alter-
native (Alternative P) in the Tongass Land and
Resources Management Plan and Final Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement (dated October
1992) as selected in the Record of Decision Re-
view Draft #3–2/93. Nothing in this section, in-
cluding the ASQ identified in Alternative P,
shall be construed to limit the Secretary’s con-
sideration of new information or to prejudice fu-
ture revision, amendment or modification of
TLMP based upon sound, verifiable scientific
data.

If the Forest Service determines in a Supple-
mental Evaluation to an Environmental Impact
Statement that no additional analysis under the
National Environmental Policy Act or section
810 of the Alaska National Interest Lands Con-
servation Act is necessary for any timber sale or
offering which has been prepared for acceptance
by, or award to, a purchaser after December 31,
1988, that has been subsequently determined by
the Forest Service to be available for sale or of-
fering to one or more other purchaser, the
change of purchasers for whatever reason shall
not be considered a significant new cir-
cumstance, and the Forest Service may offer or
award such timber sale or offering to a different
purchaser or offeree notwithstanding any other
provision of law. A determination by the Forest
Service pursuant to this paragraph shall not be
subject to judicial review.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment Numbered 110:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 110, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum stricken and inserted by
said amendment insert: and for promoting
health and safety in mines and the mineral in-
dustry through research (30 U.S.C. 3, 861(b),
and 951(a)), for conducting inquiries, techno-
logical investigations and research concerning
the extraction, processing, use, and disposal of
mineral substances without objectionable social
and environmental costs (30 U.S.C. 3, 1602, and
1603), and for the development of methods for
the disposal, control, prevention, and reclama-
tion of waste products in the mining, minerals,
metal, and mineral reclamation industries (30
U.S.C. 3 and 21a), $417,169,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 112:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 112, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $148,786,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 114:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 114, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $553,293,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 115:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 115, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $140,696,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 116:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 116, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $114,196,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 119:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 119, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $72,266,000; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment Numbered 120:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 120, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $1,747,842,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 122:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 122, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $238,958,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 125:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 125, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $308,188,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment Numbered 132:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 132, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $6,442,000; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment Numbered 135:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 135, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert: $5,840,000; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment Numbered 146:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 146, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment insert:

PUBLIC DEVELOPMENT

Funds made available under this heading in
prior years shall be available for operating and

administrative expenses and for the orderly clo-
sure of the Corporation, as well as operating
and administrative expenses for the functions
transferred to the General Services Administra-
tion.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment Numbered 151:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 151, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

Restore the matter stricken by said
amendment, amended as follows:

In lieu of Subsection (g) insert the follow-
ing:

(g) Section 3(b) of the Pennsylvania Avenue
Development Corporation Act of 1972 (40 U.S.C.
872(b)) is amended as follows:

‘‘(b) The Corporation shall be dissolved on or
before April 1, 1996. Upon dissolution, assets,
obligations, indebtedness, and all unobligated
and unexpended balances of the Corporation
shall be transferred in accordance with the De-
partment of the Interior and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act, 1996.’’.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment Numbered 152:
That the House recede for its disagreement

to the amendment of the Senate numbered
152, and agree to the same with an amend-
ment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment insert the following:

SEC. 314. (a) Except as provided in subsection
(b), no part of any appropriation contained in
this Act or any other Act shall be obligated or
expended for the operation or implementation of
the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Manage-
ment Project (hereinafter ‘‘Project’’).

(b)(1) From the funds appropriated to the For-
est Service and Bureau of Land Management: a
sum of $4,000,000 is made available for the Exec-
utive Steering Committee of the Project to pub-
lish, and submit to the Committees on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry, Appropria-
tions, and Energy and Natural Resources of the
Senate and Committees on Agriculture, Appro-
priations, and Resources of the House of Rep-
resentatives, by April 30, 1996, an assessment on
the National Forest System lands and lands ad-
ministered by the Bureau of Land Management
(hereinafter ‘‘Federal lands’’) within the area
encompassed by the Project. The assessment
shall be accompanied by draft Environmental
Impact Statements that are not decisional and
not subject to judicial review, contain a range of
alternatives, without the identification of a pre-
ferred alternative or management recommenda-
tions, and provide a methodology for conducting
any cumulative effects analysis required by sec-
tion 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental
Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)) in the preparation
of such amendment to a resource management
plan pursuant to subsection (c)(2). The Execu-
tive Steering Committee shall release the re-
quired draft Environmental Impact Statements
for a ninety day public comment period. A sum-
mary of the public comments received must ac-
company these documents upon its submission
to Congress.

(2) The assessment required by paragraph (1)
shall contain the scientific information collected
and analysis undertaken by the Project on
landscape dynamics and forest and rangeland
health conditions and the implications of such
dynamics and conditions for forest and range-
land management, specifically the management
of forest and rangeland vegetation structure,
composition, density and related social and eco-
nomic effects.

(3) The assessment and draft Environmental
Impact Statements required by paragraph (1)
shall not: contain any material other than that
required in paragraphs (1) and (2); be the sub-
ject of consultation or conferencing pursuant to
section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973
(16 U.S.C. 1536); or be accompanied by any
record of decision or documentation pursuant to
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section 102(2) of the National Environmental
Policy Act, except as specified in paragraph (1).

(c)(1) From the funds appropriated to the For-
est Service and the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, each Forest Supervisor of the Forest Serv-
ice and District Manager of the Bureau of Land
Management with responsibility for a national
forest or unit of land administered by the Bu-
reau of Land Management (hereinafter ‘‘for-
est’’) within the area encompassed by the
Project shall—

(A) review the resource management plan
(hereinafter ‘‘plan’’) for such forest, the sci-
entific information and analysis in the report
prepared pursuant to subsection (b) which are
applicable to such plan, and any policy which
is applicable to such plan upon the date of en-
actment of this section (whether or not such pol-
icy has been added to such plan by amendment),
including any which is, or is intended to be, of
limited duration, and which the Project address-
es; and

(B) based on such review, develop a modifica-
tion of such policy, or an alternative policy
which serves the basic purpose of such policy, to
meet the specific conditions of such forest.

(2) For each plan reviewed pursuant to para-
graph (1), the Forest Supervisor or District
Manager concerned shall prepare and adopt an
amendment which: contains the modified or al-
ternative policy developed pursuant to para-
graph (1)(B); is directed solely to and affects
only such plan; and addresses the specific con-
ditions of the forest to which the plan applies
and the relationship of the modified or alter-
native policy to such conditions. The Forest Su-
pervisor or District Manager concerned shall
consult at a minimum, with the Governor of the
State, and the Commissioners of the county or
counties, and affected tribal governments in
which the forest to which the plan applies is sit-
uated during the review of the plan required by
paragraph (1) and the preparation of an amend-
ment to the plan required by this paragraph.

(3) To the maximum extent practicable, each
amendment prepared pursuant to paragraph (2)
shall establish site-specific standards in lieu of
imposing general standards applicable to mul-
tiple sites. Any amendment which would result
in any major change in land use allocations
within the plan or would reduce the likelihood
of achievement of the goals and objectives of the
plan (prior to any previous amendment incor-
porating in the plan any policy referred to in
paragraph (1)(A)) shall be deemed a significant
change, pursuant to section 6(f)(4) of the Forest
and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning
Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 1604(f)(4)) or section 202 of
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act
of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1712), requiring a significant
plan amendment or equivalent.

(4) Each amendment prepared pursuant to
paragraph (2) shall comply with any applicable
requirements of section 102(2) of the National
Environmental Policy Act, except that any cu-
mulative effects analysis conducted in accord-
ance with the methodology provided pursuant to
subsection (b)(1) shall be deemed to meet any re-
quirement of such Act for such analysis and the
scoping conducted by the Project prior to the
date of enactment of this section shall substitute
for any scoping otherwise required by such Act
for such amendment, unless at the sole discre-
tion of the Forest Supervisor or District Man-
ager additional scoping is deemed necessary.

(5) The review of each plan required by para-
graph (1) shall be conducted, and the prepara-
tion and decision to approve an amendment to
each plan pursuant to paragraph (2) shall be
made, by the Forest Supervisor or District Man-
ager, as the case may be, solely on: the basis of
the review conducted pursuant to paragraph
(1)(A), any consultation or conferencing pursu-
ant to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act
of 1973 required by paragraph (6), any docu-
mentation required by section 102(2) of the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act, and any appli-

cable guidance or other policy issued prior to
the date of enactment of this Act.

(6)(A) Any policy adopted in an amendment
prepared pursuant to paragraph (2) which is a
modification of or alternative to a policy re-
ferred to in paragraph (1)(A) and upon which
consultation or conferencing has occurred pur-
suant to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act
of 1973, shall not again be subject to the con-
sultation or conferencing provisions of such sec-
tion 7.

(B) If required by such section 7, and not sub-
ject to subparagraph (A), the Forest Supervisor
or District Manager concerned shall consult or
conference separately on each amendment pre-
pared pursuant to paragraph (2).

(C) No further consultation, other than the
consultation specified in subparagraph (B),
shall be undertaken on the amendments pre-
pared pursuant to paragraph (2), on any project
or activity which is consistent with an applica-
ble amendment, on any policy referred to in
paragraph (1)(A), or on any portion of any plan
related to such policy or the species to which
such policy applies.

(7) Each amendment prepared pursuant to
paragraph (2) shall be adopted on or before Oc-
tober 31, 1996: Provided, That any amendment
deemed a significant plan amendment, or equiv-
alent, pursuant to paragraph (3) shall be adopt-
ed on or before March 31, 1997.

(8) No policy referred to in paragraph (1)(A),
or any provision of a plan or other planning
document incorporating such policy, shall be ef-
fective in any forest subject to the Project on or
after March 31, 1997, or after an amendment to
the plan which applies to such forest is adopted
pursuant to the provisions of this subsection,
whichever occurs first.

(9) On the signing of a record decision or
equivalent document making an amendment for
the Clearwater National Forest pursuant to
paragraph (2), the requirement for revision re-
ferred to in the Stipulation of Dismissal dated
September 13, 1993, applicable to the Clearwater
National Forest is deemed to be satisfied, and
the interim management direction provisions
contained in the Stipulation of Dismissal shall
be of no further effect with respect to the Clear-
water National Forest.

(d) The documents prepared under the au-
thority of this section shall not be applied or
used to regulate non-Federal lands.

And the Senate agreed to the same.
Amendment numbered 153:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 153, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment insert the following:
SEC. 315. RECREATIONAL FEE DEMONSTRATION

PROGRAM.
(a) The Secretary of the Interior (acting

through the Bureau of Land Management, the
National Park Service and the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service) and the Secretary of
Agriculture (acting through the Forest Service)
shall each implement a fee program to dem-
onstrate the feasibility of user-generated cost re-
covery for the operation and maintenance of
recreation areas or sites and habitat enhance-
ment projects on Federal lands.

(b) In carrying out the pilot program estab-
lished pursuant to this section, the appropriate
Secretary shall select from areas under the juris-
diction of each of the four agencies referred to
in subsection (a) no fewer than 10, but as many
as 50, areas, sites or projects for fee demonstra-
tion. For each such demonstration, the Sec-
retary, notwithstanding any other provision of
law—

(1) shall charge and collect fees for admission
to the area or for the use of outdoor recreation
sites, facilities, visitor centers, equipment, and
services by individuals and groups, or any com-
bination thereof;

(2) shall establish fees under this section
based upon a variety of cost recovery and fair

market valuation methods to provide a broad
basis for feasibility testing;

(3) may contract, including provisions for rea-
sonable commissions, with any public or private
entity to provide visitor services, including res-
ervations and information, and may accept serv-
ices of volunteers to collect fees charged pursu-
ant to paragraph (1);

(4) may encourage private investment and
partnerships to enhance the delivery of quality
customer services and resource enhancement,
and provide appropriate recognition to such
partners or investors; and

(5) may assess a fine of not more than $100 for
any violation of the authority to collect fees for
admission to the area or for the use of outdoor
recreation sites, facilities, visitor centers, equip-
ment, and services.

(c)(1) Amounts collected at each fee dem-
onstration area, site or project shall be distrib-
uted as follows:

(A) Of the amount in excess of 104% of the
amount collected in fiscal year 1995, and there-
after annually adjusted upward by 4%, eighty
percent to a special account in the Treasury for
use without further appropriation, by the agen-
cy which administers the site, to remain avail-
able for expenditures in accordance with para-
graph (2)(A).

(B) Of the amount in excess of 104% of the
amount collected in fiscal year 1995, and there-
after annually adjusted upward by 4%, twenty
percent to a special account in the Treasury for
use without further appropriation, by the agen-
cy which administers the site, to remain avail-
able for expenditure in accordance with para-
graph (2)(B).

(C) For agencies other than the Fish and
Wildlife Service, up to 15% of current year col-
lections of each agency, but not greater than fee
collection costs for that fiscal year, to remain
available for expenditure without further appro-
priation in accordance with paragraph (2)(C).

(D) For agencies other than the Fish and
Wildlife Service, the balance to the special ac-
count established pursuant to sub-paragraph
(A) of section 4(i)(1) of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund Act, as amended.

(E) For the Fish and Wildlife Service, the bal-
ance shall be distributed in accordance with sec-
tion 201(c) of the Emergency Wetlands Re-
sources Act.

(2)(A) Expenditures from site specific special
funds shall be for further activities of the area,
site or project from which funds are collected,
and shall be accounted for separately.

(B) Expenditures from agency specific special
funds shall be for use on an agency-wide basis
and shall be accounted for separately.

(C) Expenditures from the fee collection sup-
port fund shall be used to cover fee collection
costs in accordance with section 4(i)(1)(B) of the
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, as
amended: Provided, That funds unexpended
and unobligated at the end of the fiscal year
shall not be deposited into the special account
established pursuant to section 4(i)(1)(A) of said
Act and shall remain available for expenditure
without further appropriation.

(3) In order to increase the quality of the visi-
tor experience at public recreational areas and
enhance the protection of resources, amounts
available for expenditure under this section may
only be used for the area, site or project con-
cerned, for backlogged repair and maintenance
projects (including projects relating to health
and safety) and for interpretation, signage,
habitat or facility enhancement, resource pres-
ervation, annual operation (including fee collec-
tion), maintenance, and law enforcement relat-
ing to public use. The agencywide accounts may
be used for the same purposes set forth in the
preceding sentence, but for areas, sites or
projects selected at the discretion of the respec-
tive agency head.

(d)(1) Amounts collected under this section
shall not be taken into account for the purposes
of the Act of May 23, 1908 and the Act of March
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1, 1911 (16 U.S.C. 500), the Act of March 4, 1913
(16 U.S.C. 501), the Act of July 22, 1937 (7 U.S.C.
1012), the Act of August 8, 1937 and the Act of
May 24, 1939 (43 U.S.C. 1181f et seq.), the Act of
June 14, 1926 (43 U.S.C. 869–4), chapter 69 of
title 31, United States Code, section 401 of the
Act of June 15, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 715s), the Land
and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (16
U.S.C. 460l), and any other provision of law re-
lating to revenue allocation.

(2) Fees charged pursuant to this section shall
be in lieu of fees charged under any other provi-
sion of law.

(e) The Secretary of the Interior and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall carry out this section
without promulgating regulations.

(f) The authority to collect fees under this sec-
tion shall commence on October 1, 1995, and end
on September 30, 1998. Funds in accounts estab-
lished shall remain available through September
30, 2001.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 154:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 154, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

Restore the matter stricken by said
amendment, amended to read as follows:

SEC. 316. Section 2001(a)(2) of Public Law 104–
19 is amended as follows: Strike ‘‘September 30,
1997’’ and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘December 31,
1996’’.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 156:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 156, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

Restore the matter stricken by said
amendment, amended to read as follows:
SEC. 319. GREAT BASIN NATIONAL PARK.

Section 3 of the Great Basin National Park
Act of 1986 (16 U.S.C. 410mm-1) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (e) by
striking ‘‘shall’’ and inserting ‘‘may’’; and

(2) in subsection (f)—
(A) by striking ‘‘At the request’’ and inserting

the following:
‘‘(1) EXCHANGES.—At the request’’;
(B) by striking ‘‘grazing permits’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘grazing permits and grazing leases’’; and
(C) by adding after ‘‘Federal lands.’’ the fol-

lowing:
‘‘(2) ACQUISITION BY DONATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may acquire

by donation valid existing permits and grazing
leases authorizing grazing on land in the park.

‘‘(B) TERMINATION.—The Secretary shall ter-
minate a grazing permit or grazing lease ac-
quired under subparagraph (A) so as to end
grazing previously authorized by the permit or
lease.’’.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 158:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 158, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment insert the following:

SEC. 322. (a) None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available pursuant to this
Act shall be obligated or expended to accept or
process applications for a patent for any mining
or mill site claim located under the general min-
ing laws.

(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall not
apply if the Secretary of the Interior determines
that, for the claim concerned: (1) a patent appli-
cation was filed with the Secretary on or before
September 30, 1994, and (2) all requirements es-
tablished under sections 2325 and 2326 of the Re-
vised Statutes (30 U.S.C. 29 and 30) for vein or
lode claims and sections 2329, 2330, 2331, and
2333 of the Revised Statutes (30 U.S.C. 35, 36,
and 37) for placer claims, and section 2337 of the

Revised Statutes (30 U.S.C. 42) for mill site
claims, as the case may be, were fully complied
with by the applicant by that date.

(c) PROCESSING SCHEDULE.—For those applica-
tions for patents pursuant to subsection (b)
which were filed with the Secretary of the Inte-
rior, prior to September 30, 1994, the Secretary of
the Interior shall—

(1) Within three months of the enactment of
this Act, file with the House and Senate Com-
mittees on Appropriations and the Committee on
Resources of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
of the United States Senate a plan which details
how the Department of the Interior will make a
final determination as to whether or not an ap-
plicant is entitled to a patent under the general
mining laws on at least 90 percent of such appli-
cations within five years of the enactment of
this Act and File reports annually thereafter
with the same committees detailing actions
taken by the Department of the Interior to carry
out such plan; and

(2) Take such actions as may be necessary to
carry out such plan.

(d) MINERAL EXAMINATIONS.—In order to
process patent applications in a timely and re-
sponsible manner, upon the request of a patent
applicant, the Secretary of the Interior shall
allow the applicant to fund a qualified third-
party contractor to be selected by the Bureau of
Land Management to conduct a mineral exam-
ination of the mining claims or mill sites con-
tained in a patent application as set forth in
subsection (b). The Bureau of Land Manage-
ment shall have the sole responsibility to choose
and pay the third-party contractor in accord-
ance with the standard procedures employed by
the Bureau of Land Management in the reten-
tion of third-party contractors.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 164:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 164, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the section number named in said
amendment, insert: 328; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 165:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 165, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the section number named in said
amendment, insert: 329; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 167:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 167, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the section number named in said
amendment, insert: 330; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 168:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 168, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment insert:

SEC. 331. (a) PURPOSES OF NATIONAL ENDOW-
MENT FOR THE ARTS.—Section 2 of the National
Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities Act
of 1965, as amended (20 U.S.C. 951), sets out
findings and purposes for which the National
Endowment for the Arts was established, among
which are—

(1) ‘‘The arts and humanities belong to all the
people of the United States’’;

(2) ‘‘The arts and humanities reflect the high
place accorded by the American people . . . to
the fostering of mutual respect for the diverse
beliefs and values of all persons and groups’’;

(3) ‘‘Public funding of the arts and human-
ities is subject to the conditions that tradition-
ally govern the use of public money [and] such

funding should contribute to public support and
confidence in the use of taxpayer funds’’; and

(4) ‘‘Public funds provided by the Federal
Government must ultimately serve public pur-
poses the Congress defines’’.

(b) ADDITIONAL CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS.—
Congress further finds and declares that the use
of scarce funds, which have been taken from all
taxpayers of the United States, to promote, dis-
seminate, sponsor, or produce any material or
performance that—

(1) denigrates the religious objects or religious
beliefs of the adherents of a particular religion,
or

(2) depicts or describes, in a patently offensive
way, sexual or excretory activities or organs

is contrary to the express purposes of the Na-
tional Foundation on the Arts and the Human-
ities Act of 1965, as amended.

(c) PROHIBITION ON FUNDING THAT IS NOT
CONSISTENT WITH THE PURPOSES OF THE ACT.—
Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
none of the scarce funds which have been taken
from all taxpayers of the United States and
made available under this Act to the National
Endowment for the Arts may be used to pro-
mote, disseminate, sponsor, or produce any ma-
terial or performance that—

(1) denigrates the religious objects or religious
beliefs of the adherents of a particular religion,
or

(2) depicts or describes, in a patently offensive
way, sexual or excretory activities or organs,

and this prohibition shall be strictly applied
without regard to the content or viewpoint of
the material or performance.

(d) SECTION NOT TO AFFECT OTHER WORKS.—
Nothing in this section shall be construed to af-
fect in any way the freedom of any artist or per-
former to create any material or performance
using funds which have not been made available
under this Act to the National Endowment for
the Arts.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 170:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 170, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment insert:

SEC. 332. For purposes related to the closure of
the Bureau of Mines, funds made available to
the United States Geological Survey, the United
States Bureau of Mines, and the Bureau of
Land Management shall be available for trans-
fer, with the approval of the Secretary of the In-
terior, among the following accounts: United
States Geological Survey, Surveys, investiga-
tions, and research; Bureau of Mines, Mines
and minerals; and Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, Management of lands and resources. The
Secretary of Energy shall reimburse the Sec-
retary of the Interior, in an amount to be deter-
mined by the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, for the expenses of the trans-
ferred functions between October 1, 1995 and the
effective date of the transfers of function. Such
transfers shall be subject to the reprogramming
guidelines of the House and Senate Committees
on Appropriations.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 171:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 171, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment insert the following:

SEC. 333. No funds appropriated under this or
any other Act shall be used to review or modify
sourcing areas previously approved under sec-
tion 490(c)(3) of the Forest Resources Conserva-
tion and Shortage Relief Act of 1990 (Public
Law 101–382) or to enforce or implement Federal
regulations 36 CFR part 223 promulgated on
September 8, 1995. The regulations and interim
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rules in effect prior to September 8, 1995 (36 CFR
223.48, 36 CFR 223.87, 36 CFR 223 Subpart D, 36
CFR 223 Subpart F, and 36 CFR 261.6) shall re-
main in effect. The Secretary of Agriculture or
the Secretary of the Interior shall not adopt any
policies concerning Public Law 101–382 or exist-
ing regulations that would restrain domestic
transportation or processing of timber from pri-
vate lands or impose additional accountability
requirements on any timber. The Secretary of
Commerce shall extend until September 30, 1996,
the order issued under section 491(b)(2)(A) of
Public Law 101–382 and shall issue an order
under section 491(b)(2)(B) of such law that will
be effective October 1, 1996.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 172:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 172, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment insert the following:

SEC. 334. The National Park Service, in ac-
cordance with the Memorandum of Agreement
between the United States National Park Service
and the City of Vancouver dated November 4,
1994, shall permit general aviation on its portion
of Pearson Field in Vancouver, Washington
until the year 2022, during which time a plan
and method for transitioning from general avia-
tion aircraft to historic aircraft shall be com-
pleted; such transition to be accomplished by
that date. This action shall not be construed to
limit the authority of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration over air traffic control or aviation
activities at Pearson Field or limit operations
and airspace of Portland International Airport.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 173:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 173, and agree to the same with an
amendment:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment insert:

SEC. 335. The United States Forest Service ap-
proval of Alternative site 2 (ALT 2), issued on
December 6, 1993, is hereby authorized and ap-
proved and shall be deemed to be consistent
with, and permissible under, the terms of Public
Law 100–696 (the Arizona-Idaho Conservation
Act of 1988).

And the Senate agree to the same.

RALPH REGULA,
JOSEPH M. MCDADE,
JIM KOLBE,
JOE SKEEN,
BARBARA F. VUCANOVICH,
CHARLES H. TAYLOR,
GEORGE R. NETHERCUTT,

Jr.,
JIM BUNN,
BOB LIVINGSTON,

Managers on the Part of the House.

SLADE GORTON,
TED STEVENS,
PETE V. DOMENICI,
MARK O. HATFIELD,
CONRAD BURNS,
ROBERT F. BENNETT,
CONNIE MACK,
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and
the Senate at the conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 1977),
making appropriations for the Department
of the Interior and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, and for
other purposes, submit the following joint
statement to the House and the Senate in ex-
planation of the effect of the action agreed

upon by the managers and recommended in
the accompanying conference report.

The conference agreement on H.R. 1977 in-
corporates some of the provisions of both the
House and the Senate versions of the bill.
Report language and allocations set forth in
either House Report 104–173 or Senate Report
104–125 which are not changed by the con-
ference are approved by the committee of
conference. The statement of the managers,
while repeating some report language for
emphasis, does not negate the language ref-
erenced above unless expressly provided
herein.

The managers have included funding in
each of the land acquisition accounts that is
not earmarked by individual projects. The
managers direct the Department of the Inte-
rior and the Forest Service to develop a pro-
posed distribution of project funding for re-
view and approval by the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations. In develop-
ing the proposed distributions, the agencies
are encouraged to give consideration to a
broader array of projects than was proposed
in the FY 1996 budget, including but not lim-
ited to, projects for which capability state-
ments have been prepared.

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES

Amendment No. 1: Appropriates $568,062,000
for management of lands and resources in-
stead of $570,017,000 as proposed by the House
and $563,936,000 as proposed by the Senate.
The amendment also adds language to trans-
fer responsibility for mineral assessments in
Alaska from the Bureau of Mines.

The net decrease below the House consists
of decreases of $1,500,000 for wild horse and
burro management, $500,000 for threatened
and endangered species, $1,000,000 for recre-
ation wilderness management, $448,000 for
recreation resources management, $50,000 for
coal management, $50,000 for other mineral
resources, $554,000 for land and realty man-
agement, $4,000,000 for ALMRS, $500,000 for
administrative support, and $834,000 for bu-
reau-wide fixed costs; and increases of
$4,981,000 for Alaska conveyance, $500,000 for
information systems operations and
$2,000,000 for mineral assessments in Alaska
formerly funded under the Bureau of Mines.

Amendment No. 2: Restores House provi-
sion stricken by the Senate which provides
$599,999 for the management of the East Mo-
jave National Scenic Area. The Senate had
no similar provision. The amendment also
adds language earmarking $2,000,000 for min-
eral assessments in Alaska.

Amendment No. 3: Restates the final ap-
propriation amount for management of lands
and resources as $568,062,000 instead of
$570,017,000 as proposed by the House and
$563,936,000 as proposed by the Senate.

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT

Amendment No. 4: Appropriates $235,924,000
for wildland fire management as proposed by
the House instead of $240,159,000 as proposed
by the Senate.

CONSTRUCTION AND ACCESS

Amendment No. 5: Appropriates $3,115,000
for construction and access instead of
$2,515,000 as proposed by the House and
$2,615,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The managers agree to the following dis-
tribution of funds:

Sourdough Campground, AK ........ $584,000
Byington Campground, ID ........... 290,000
West Aravaipa Ranger Station,

AZ ............................................. 200,000
Railroad Flat Campground, CA ... 218,000
Penitentie Canyon, CO ................ 220,000
James Kipp Campground, MT ...... 345,000

Datil Well Rec Site reconstruc-
tion, NM ................................... 41,000

Encampment River Rec Area, WY 60,000
Indian Creek Accessibility Rehab,

NV ............................................. 57,000
El Camino Real Int’l Heritage

Ctr., NM–A&E ........................... 500,000
Flagstaff Hill, OR ........................ 600,000

Total ...................................... 3,115,000
The managers urge BLM and the non-Fed-

eral partners to consider during the A&E
phase of the El Camino Real International
Heritage Center project the fact that future
construction funds are likely to be severely
constrained.

PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES

Amendment No. 6: Appropriates $101,500,000
for payments in lieu of taxes instead of
$111,409,000 as proposed by the House and
$100,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

LAND ACQUISITION

Amendment No. 7: Appropriates $12,800,000
for land acquisition instead of $8,500,000 as
proposed by the House and $10,550,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. The $12,800,000 includes
$3,250,000 for acquisition management,
$1,000,000 for emergency and inholding pur-
chases, and $8,550,000 for land purchases.

Funds provided under this account for land
purchases are subject to the guidelines iden-
tified at the front of this statement.

OREGON AND CALIFORNIA GRANT LANDS

Amendment No. 8: Appropriates $93,379,000
for Oregon and California grant lands instead
of $91,387,000 as proposed by the House and
$95,364,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The net increase above the House consists
of a reduction of $900,000 for resources man-
agement, and increases of $1,115,000 for facili-
ties maintenance, and $1,777,000 for Jobs-in-
the-Woods.

The managers are concerned about the
many programs in the President’s Forest
Plan designed to provide assistance to tim-
ber dependent communities in the Pacific
Northwest. The managers are disturbed by
the inability of the agencies involved to pro-
vide a detailed accounting of funds appro-
priated in previous fiscal years in the Presi-
dent’s Forest Plan for the unemployed tim-
ber worker programs.

The managers expect the Secretary of the
Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture to
prepare a detailed accounting and report of
the funds appropriated in fiscal year 1995 for
the President’s Forest plan. The report shall
include a careful accounting of appropriated
funding, including: funds appropriated for
timber production; administrative expenses,
including the number of Federal employees
employed to administer the various aspects
of the President’s plan; funds appropriated
for the various jobs programs under the
President’s plan, including but not limited
to the Jobs in the Woods program; the num-
ber of individuals employed by these pro-
grams; and the average length of employ-
ment in the various jobs. The managers ex-
pect the Secretaries to submit the report to
the Committees no later than March 31, 1996.
UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Amendment No. 9: Appropriates $497,943,000
for resource management instead of
$497,150,000 as proposed by the House and
$501,478,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The net increase above the House consists
of increases of $3,800,000 for cooperative con-
servation agreements, $750,000 for listing,
$2,237,000 for habitat conservation, $1,502,000
for migratory bird management, $600,000 for
hatchery operations and maintenance,
$800,000 for fish and wildlife management,
$478,000 for the National Education and
Training Center, and $885,000 for vehicle and
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aircraft purchase; and reductions of $500,000
for recovery, $230,000 for environmental con-
taminants, $6,542,000 for refuge operations
and maintenance, and $2,987,000 for
servicewide administrative support.

The conference agreement includes
$3,800,000 for cooperative conservation agree-
ments with private landowners to institute
effective management measures that make
listing unnecessary. The managers intend
that these funds also be used to implement
the 4(d) rule which is intended to ease endan-
gered species land use restrictions on small
landowners. The managers agree that none
of the funding for cooperative conservation
agreements or listing be used in any way to
conduct activities which would directly sup-
port listing of species or designating critical
habitat.

The managers have included $750,000 under
the listing program to be used only for
delisting and downlisting of threatened and
endangered species in order to ease land use
restrictions on private and public lands.

The conference agreement includes a re-
duction of $200,000 from the gray wolf re-
introduction program. The managers expect
the Service to continue the cooperative
agreement with the Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service to provide assist-
ance to ranchers experiencing livestock
losses to wolves.

The managers agree with the Senate posi-
tion regarding the continued operation of
Federal fish hatcheries. However, the fund-
ing provided for hatcheries in total is below
last year’s level, so reductions will be nec-
essary. The managers encourage those non-
Federal parties that have expressed an inter-
est in participating in hatchery transfers to
continue to pursue this option, and the Serv-
ice should provide the transitional assist-
ance for such efforts as was contemplated in
the budget. Within the funds restored for
hatchery operations and maintenance,
$500,000 is provided only for maintenance of
those hatcheries transferred during fiscal
year 1996.

The managers reiterate, however, the need
for the working group proposed by the Sen-
ate to identify, by March 1, 1996, savings
from the fisheries program that equal or sur-
pass the savings associated with the hatch-
ery transfers or closures proposed in the
budget. Outyear funding for fisheries and
other programs cannot be assured at a time
of declining budgets, and future transfer pro-
posals might not involve transitional assist-
ance. The managers expect that there will be
significantly fewer Federal fish hatcheries
by the end of fiscal year 1997.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
is funded at a level of $4,000,000. The House
recommended that no funds be provided for
this purpose in the future. The Senate took
no position regarding outyear funding for
the Foundation.

The managers direct the Department to re-
instate its 1992 policy, modified to reflect
public comments received, regarding permit
terms and conditions for hunting and fishing
guides in Alaska providing permit terms of 5
years with one renewal period of 5 years,
transferability under prescribed conditions,
and a right of survivorship. At such time as
the new policy is implemented, existing per-
mits should be reissued consistent with this
policy. The managers note that the existing
policy limiting terms to one year makes it
impossible to obtain financing for guiding
operations while the limit on transferability
and survivorship prevent long-time family
businesses from continuing upon the death
or illness of the permit holder.

The managers recognize the Fish and Wild-
life Service’s fisheries mitigation respon-
sibilities pursuant to existing law and expect
the working group to take into account such
responsibilities.

Amendment No. 10. Extends availability of
$11,557,000 for Lower Snake River compensa-
tion plan facilities until expended as pro-
posed by the Senate, instead of limiting the
availability to September 30, 1997 as pro-
posed by the House.

Amendment No. 11: Includes language pro-
posed by the Senate which prohibits listing
additional species as threatened or endan-
gered and prohibits designating critical habi-
tat during fiscal year 1996 or until a reau-
thorization is enacted. The House had no
similar provision.

CONSTRUCTION

Amendment No. 12: Appropriates $37,655,000
for construction instead of $26,355,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $38,775,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

The managers agree to the following dis-
tribution of funds:
Bear River Migratory Bird Ref-

uge, UT, flood repair ................. $1,000,000
Bosque del Apache NWR, NM, re-

pair ........................................... 1,820,000
Hawaii captive propagation facil-

ity, HI ....................................... 1,000,000
Mississippi refuges, bridge repair

and equipment .......................... 1,120,000
National Education Training

Center, WV, construction ......... 24,000,000
Quivira NWR, KS, water manage-

ment ......................................... 760,000
Russian River, AK, rehab ............ 400,000
Southeast Louisiana refuges,

rehab ......................................... 1,000,000
Wichita Mountains NWR, OK,

Grama Lake and Comanche
Dams, repair ............................. 700,000

Dam safety, servicewide inspec-
tions .......................................... 460,000

Bridge safety, servicewide inspec-
tions .......................................... 395,000

Emergency projects—servicewide 1,000,000
Construction management—

servicewide ............................... 4,000,000

Total ................................... 37,655,000
The managers expect the Department to

include the remaining funding necessary to
complete the construction of the National
Education and Training Center in the fiscal
year 1997 budget.

NATURAL RESOURCE DAMAGE ASSESSMENT

Amendment No. 13: Appropriates $4,000,000
for the natural resource damage assessment
fund as proposed by the Senate instead of
$6,019,000 as proposed by the House.

The reductions below the House consist of
$1,597,000 for damage assessments and $422,000
for program management.

LAND ACQUISITION

Amendment No. 14: Appropriates $36,900,000
for land acquisition instead of $14,100,000 as
proposed by the House and $32,031,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. The $36,900,000 includes
$8,000,000 for acquisition management,
$1,000,000 for emergency and hardship pur-
chases, $1,000,000 for inholding purchases,
$1,000,000 for land exchanges, and $25,900,000
for refuge land purchases.

Funds provided under this account for land
purchases are subject to the guidelines iden-
tified at the front of this statement.

NORTH AMERICAN WETLANDS CONSERVATION
FUND

Amendment No. 15: Appropriates $6,750,000
for the North American Wetlands Conserva-
tion Fund as proposed by the Senate instead
of $4,500,000 as proposed by the House.

The increase above the House includes
$2,230,000 for habitat management and $20,000
for administration.

The House recommended that no funds be
provided for this purpose in the future. The
Senate took no position regarding outyear
funding for this program.

WILDLIFE CONSERVATION AND APPRECIATION
FUND

Amendment No. 16: Appropriates $800,000
for the Wildlife Conservation and Apprecia-
tion Fund as proposed by the Senate instead
of $998,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 17: Deletes matching re-
quirements proposed by the House and
stricken by the Senate. The matching re-
quirements of the Partnerships for Wildlife
Act will continue to apply, and do not need
to be stated in the appropriations act.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Amendment No. 18: Provides authority to
purchase 113 motor vehicles as proposed by
the Senate instead of 54 passenger vehicles
as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 19: Deletes House prohibi-
tion on purchasing police vehicles. The Sen-
ate had no similar provision.

Amendment No. 20: Includes Senate provi-
sion that the Fish and Wildlife Service may
accept donated aircraft. The House had no
similar provision.

Amendment No. 21: Includes House provi-
sion prohibiting the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice from delaying the issuance of a wetlands
permit for the City of Lake Jackson, TX.
The Senate had no similar provision.

Amendment No. 22: Modifies Senate provi-
sion on the distribution of refuge entrance
fees by substituting language which allows
the Fish and Wildlife Service to charge rea-
sonable fees for expenses associated with the
conduct of training programs at the National
Education and Training Center. Any fees col-
lected for this purpose will be used to cover
costs associated with the operation of this
facility. The House had no similar provision.

Amendment No. 23: Modifies Senate provi-
sion regarding use of pesticides on farmland
within wildlife refuges in the Klamath Basin.
The amendment is based, in part, upon the
Service’s representation that it has already
approved or anticipates approval of certain
materials that are needed for farming during
this fiscal year and that it will consider
other materials for 1996 and subsequent
years. If these approvals do not occur or are
withdrawn, the Senate language will prevail
and growers will be subject to the same re-
strictions as growers on private lands. Al-
lowing the pesticide use proposal process to
remain in effect for the next fiscal year will
enable growers and the Federal government
to work constructively toward an agreeable
process.

NATURAL RESOURCES SCIENCE AGENCY

RESEARCH, INVENTORIES AND SURVEYS

Amendment No. 24: Deletes Senate lan-
guage providing $145,965,000 for a natural re-
sources science agency and providing guid-
ance on the operation of that agency. This
agency would have replaced the National Bi-
ological Service. The House had no similar
provision. The managers have agreed to
eliminate the National Biological Service
and to fund natural resources research as
part of the U.S. Geological Survey as pro-
posed by the House. This item is discussed in
more detail under amendment Nos. 42 and 43.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM

Amendment No. 25: Appropriates
$1,083,151,000 for operation of the National
park system instead of $1,088,249,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $1,092,265,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. The reduction from the
Senate level reflects the transfer of the
equipment replacement account back to the
construction account.

In keeping with the demands placed on
other Interior bureaus, the managers have
not funded uncontrollable costs and expect
these costs to be absorbed through reduc-
tions to levels of review and management.
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Efficiencies should also be sought by explor-
ing opportunities that exist and have been
outlined in GAO reports to co-locate and
combine functions, systems, programs, ac-
tivities or field locations with other Federal
land management agencies.

The managers are concerned about the
costs associated with the current reorganiza-
tion effort and strongly urge the NPS to
limit expenditures for task forces, work
groups and employee details and special as-
sistants. The managers request that a report
be submitted by February 1, 1996, detailing a
budget history of past costs and future esti-
mated costs associated with the reorganiza-
tion.

The managers expect a report within 45
days of enactment of this Act identifying
NPS’ preliminary allocations for fiscal year
1996. This report will serve as the baseline
for any reprogrammings in fiscal year 1996.

In considering these allocations, the man-
agers expect that none of the programmatic
increases requested in the budget are to be
considered except those necessary to meet
specific park operating needs. This includes
new and expanded programs. Any new initia-
tive such as those related to training, reor-
ganization or national service should be ad-
dressed through the reprogramming process.

The managers expect that the National
Park Service will use these operating funds
for core park programs.

The managers expect that the principle
goal of the reorganization plan which is to
relocate staff from central and regional of-
fices to the parks, will greatly alleviate the
pressures placed on parks by increased visi-
tation.

The managers understand that in Septem-
ber 1995, a delegation from the World Herit-
age Committee of the United Nations Edu-
cational, Scientific and Cultural Organiza-
tion held hearings in Montana regarding Yel-
lowstone National Park and surrounding
areas. The managers understand that the
World Heritage Committee has neither the
authority nor the ability to require the Fed-
eral or State governments to change, modify
or amend management directions or to cre-
ate, manage or maintain buffer zones to pro-
tect resources. In the event the World Herit-
age Committee, or any other organization,
recommends non-binding steps to protect re-
sources in the Yellowstone area, the man-
agers expect the National Park Service, as
well as any other affected Federal agency, to
follow the regular planning process, includ-
ing full public involvement, before imple-
menting any management changes.

The managers have agreed to the House po-
sition regarding the termination of the
Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corpora-
tion and the transfer of certain specific ac-
tivities to other agencies including the Na-
tional Park Service. This item is discussed
in greater detail in amendment number 151
in Title III.

Amendment No. 26: Revises House lan-
guage stricken by the Senate to provide for
the use of up to $500,000 for the development
of a management plan for the Mojave Na-
tional Preserve.

The National Park Service is directed to
develop a long-term management plan for
the Mojave National Preserve that incor-
porates traditional uses and recognizes budg-
etary constraints. The managers have per-
mitted up to $500,000 to be used for this spe-
cific purpose. Such funds must be derived
from the Office of the Director of the Na-
tional Park Service and funds may not be re-
programmed from any other source within
the National Park Service or the Depart-
ment of the Interior to replenish the Office
of the Director account.

The management plan shall set forth a vi-
sion for public use of and access to the Mo-

jave National Preserve that gives proper bal-
ance to:

1. Pre-existing uses of the area:
2. The full range of compatible rec-

reational uses of the Mojave;
3. Modes of transport, including vehicle, bi-

cycle, foot, helicopter, fixed-wing aircraft,
and other appropriate means;

4. Legal access for private lands and inter-
ests which remain within the boundary of
the Preserve;

5. Public education on the history of
human use of the desert, on the native biota
of the desert, and on the appropriate balance
between these sometimes competing ele-
ments;

6. The adoption of necessary management
policies for the Mojave which assure long-
term sustainability of the species, habitats,
and ecosystems of the desert, including the
humans; and

7. Consideration of ways to assure a con-
tinuous Heritage Trail corridor through the
Preserve in order to provide public access
over the historic route.

It is the intent of the managers during this
interim period, while the Park Service pre-
pares this plan, that the Bureau of Land
Management manage the day-to-day oper-
ations of the Preserve; $599,999 has been pro-
vided for this specific purpose. The Depart-
ment may not transfer any of these operat-
ing funds to the National Park Service or
any other entity within the Department of
the Interior during fiscal year 1996.

At the present of the Bureau of Land Man-
agement, the managers do not object to the
temporary detail of a small number of sea-
sonal employees from nearby Park Service
units.

NATIONAL RECREATION AND PRESERVATION

Amendment No. 27: Appropriates $37,649,000
for National recreation and preservation in-
stead of $35,725,000 as proposed by the House
and $38,094,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The reduction of $445,000 in Statutory and
Contractual Aid from the Senate amount re-
flects the elimination of $23,000 for the Maine
Acadian Cultural Preservation Commission
and a reduction of $442,000 for the Native Ha-
waiian Culture and Arts program.

Amendment No. 28: Earmarks $236,000 for
the William O. Douglas Outdoor Education
Center as proposed by the Senate instead of
$248,000 as proposed by the House.

As discussed under amendment No. 155, no
funds are provided for the Mississippi River
Corridor Heritage Commission. Within funds
provided, the National Park Service shall
publish the final report and enter into no
other activities related to this corridor. The
funds included in the Senate bill for the
Commission have been transferred to the riv-
ers and trails program.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Amendment No. 29: Appropriates $36,212,000
for the Historic Preservation Fund instead of
$37,934,000 as proposed by the House and
$38,312,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The managers have provided $32,712,000 for
State grants and $3,500,000 for the National
Trust for Historic Preservation.

The managers agree to a three year period
of transition of the National Trust for His-
toric Preservation to replace Federal funds
with private funding.

CONSTRUCTION

Amendment No. 30: Appropriates
$143,225,000 for construction instead of
$114,868,000 as proposed by the House and
$116,480,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The managers agree to the following dis-
tribution of funds:

Andersonville National
Historic Site, GA (pris-
oner of war museum) ...... $2,800,000

Assateague National Sea-
shore, MD (erosion con-
trol) ................................ 300,000

Blackstone River Valley
National Heritage Cor-
ridor MA/RI (interpretive
project) ........................... 300,000

Blue Ridge Parkway,
Hemphill Knob, NC (ad-
ministration building) .... 1,030,000

Cane River Creole National
Historic Park, LA (pres-
ervation and stabiliza-
tion) ................................ 4,000,000

Chickasaw National Recre-
ation Area, OK (camp-
ground rehabilitation) .... 1,624,000

Chamizal National Monu-
ment, TX (rehabilitation) 300,000

Crater Lake National
Park, OR (dormitories
construction) .................. 10,000,000

Cuyahoga National Recre-
ation Area, OH (site and
structure rehabilitation) 2,500,000

Delaware Water Gap Na-
tional Recreation Area,
PA (trails rehabilitation) 1,050,000

Everglades National Park,
FL (water delivery sys-
tem modification) .......... 4,500,000

Fort Necessity National
Battlefield, PA (rehabili-
tation) ............................ 265,000

Fort Smith National His-
toric Site, AR (rehabili-
tation) ............................ 500,000

Gateway National Recre-
ation Area, NY (Jacob
Riis Park rehabilitation) 1,595,000

General Grant National
Memorial, NY (rehabili-
tation) ............................ 1,000,000

Gettysburg National Mili-
tary Park, PA (water and
sewer lines) ..................... 2,550,000

Glacier National Park, MT
(rehabilitate chalets) ..... 328,000

Grand Canyon National
Park, AZ: Transpor-
tation ............................. 1,000,000

Gulf Islands National Sea-
shore, MS (erosion con-
trol) ................................ 600,000

Harpers Ferry National
Historical Park, WV
(utilities and phone
lines) .............................. 455,000

Hot Springs NP, AR (sta-
bilization/Lead Point) .... 500,000

James A. Garfield National
Historic Site, OH (reha-
bilitation/development) .. 3,600,000

Jean Lafitte National Park
and Preserve, LA (com-
plete repairs) .................. 2,100,000

Klondike Gold Rush Na-
tional Historical Park,
AK (restore Skagway his-
toric district ................... 850,000

Lackawanna Valley, PA
(technical assistance) ..... 400,000

Lake Chelan National
Recreation Area, WA
(planning and design for
repair of Company Creek
Road) .............................. 280,000

Little River Canyon Na-
tional Park, AL (health
and safety) ...................... 460,000

Mount Rainier National
Park, WA (replace em-
ployee dormitory) ........... 6,050,000

Natchez Trace Parkway,
MS .................................. 3,000,000

National Capital Parks—
Central, DC (Lincoln/Jef-
ferson memorials reha-
bilitation) ....................... 4,000,000
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New River Gorge National

River, WV (trails, visitor
access and hazardous ma-
terials) ............................ 625,000

President’s Park, DC: Re-
place White House elec-
trical system .................. 1,100,000

Sagamore Hill National
Historic Site, NY (water
and sewer lines) .............. 800,000

Salem Maritime National
Historic Site, MA (vessel
exhibit) ........................... 2,200,000

Saratoga National Histori-
cal Park, NY (monument
rehabilitation) ................ 2,000,000

Sequoia National Park, CA
(replace Giant Sequoia
facilities) ........................ 3,700,000

Southwestern Pennsylva-
nia Commission (various
projects) ......................... 2,000,000

Stones River National Bat-
tlefield, TN (stablization) 200,000

Thomas Stone Historic
Site, MD (rehabilitation) 250,000

Western Trails Center, IA . 3,000,000
Wrangell-St. Elias Na-

tional Park and Pre-
serve, AK (Kennicott
Mine site safety and re-
habilitation) ................... 1,500,000

Yosemite National Park,
CA (El Portal mainte-
nance facilities) .............. 9,650,000

Zion National Park, UT
(transportation system
facilities) ........................ 5,200,000

Subtotal, line item con-
struction ...................... 90,162,000

Emergency, unscheduled,
housing ........................... 13,973,000

Planning ............................ 17,000,000
Equipment replacement .... 14,365,000
General management plans 6,600,000
Special resource studies .... 825,000
Strategic planning office ... 300,000

Total ............................... 143,225,000

The bill provides $1,000,000 for transpor-
tation related activities at Grand Canyon
National Park. These funds are to be made
available for transportation projects that
the Superintendent of the Grand Canyon
Park has identified as high priority. There-
fore, it is the intent of the managers that
these moneys be used for any transportation
related expenditure, including the design of
new transportation facilities and the pur-
chase of new buses.

The managers encourage the National
Park Service to proceed expeditiously with
the necessary work at Cane River Creole
NHP, LA.

Amendment No. 31: Earmarks $4,500,000 for
the Everglades as proposed by the Senate in-
stead of $6,000,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 32: Retains the Senate
provision indicating Historic Preservation
funds may be available until expended to sta-
bilize buildings associated with the Kenni-
cott, Alaska copper mine. The House had no
similar provision.

LAND ACQUISITION

Amendment No. 33: Appropriates $49,100,000
for land acquisition instead of $14,300,000 as
proposed by the House and $45,187,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. The $49,100,000 includes
$7,200,000 for acquisition management,
$3,000,000 for emergency and hardship pur-
chases, $3,000,000 for inholding purchases,
$1,500,000 for State grant administration, and
$34,400,000 for other land purchases.

Amendment No. 34: Deletes the earmark
inserted by the House and stricken by the
Senate for Federal assistance to the State of

Florida. Authority exists for the Department
to use land acquisition funds for a grant to
the State of Florida if approved pursuant to
the procedures identified for land acquisition
in fiscal year 1996.

Amendment No. 35: Modifies language pro-
posed by the Senate which requires that
funds which may be made available for the
acquisition of the Elwha and Glines dams
shall be used solely for acquisition, and shall
not be expended until the full purchase
amount has been appropriated by the Con-
gress. The House had no similar provision.
Consistent with the direction for the land ac-
quisition accounts, no specific earmark is
provided for this project. Under the proce-
dures identified for land acquisition, how-
ever, funds could be made available for the
Elwha and Glines dams.

The Elwha Act, P.L. 102–495, authorizes the
purchase of the Elwha and Glines dams by
the Secretary of the Interior at a total pur-
chase price of $29,500,000. Recognizing the se-
rious funding constraints under which the
Committees are operating, bill language has
been included which authorizes funding to be
provided over a period of years, as necessary,
in order to acquire the dams. The bill lan-
guage specifies that the appropriated funds
may only be used for acquisition. Appro-
priated funds cannot be expended until the
total purchase price of $29,500,000 is appro-
priated.

Under the Elwha Act, the Secretary is au-
thorized to study the benefits of the removal
of both dams, and to assess the costs of such
a removal to restore fish runs in the Elwha
River. The managers continue to be dis-
turbed greatly by the early projections from
the Administration of costs that range from
$80–$300 million for dam removal. Due to the
lack of available funds, the managers strong-
ly discourage the Administration and those
parties supporting dam removal from con-
tinuing to support such a policy. Instead, the
managers encourage interested parties to
pursue other, less costly alternatives to
achieve fish restoration. The managers urge
parties interested in the Elwha Act to work
to find, within the next year, a more fiscally
responsible and achievable solution to fish-
ery restoration in lieu of dam removal. If no
conclusion can be reached on this issue, the
appropriations committee, working with the
authorizing committees, will be forced to
work to find a legislative solution to the
problem.

The managers have included $1,500,000 for
administration of the state grant program.
These funds are provided only to close down
ongoing projects. No funds are provided for
new grants and the managers intend that no
funds will be provided in the future.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Amendment No. 36: Retains Senate lan-
guage regarding an agreement for the rede-
velopment of the southern end of Ellis Island
and providing for Congressional review. Iden-
tical language has been included in previous
interior appropriations bills.

Amendment No 37: Modifies language pro-
posed by the Senate to clarify that funds
may not be used by the National Park Serv-
ice for activities taken in direct response to
the United Nations Biodiversity Convention.
The House had no similar provision.

Amendment No. 38: Modifies Senate lan-
guage to authorize the National Park Serv-
ice (NPS) to enter into cooperative agree-
ments not only for the American Battlefield
Program as proposed by the Senate but also
to carry out its other statutory programs.
Current authority is not adequate to allow
the NPS to pursue a range of partnership op-
portunities which would benefit our National
parks and programs. This language will en-
able NPS to enter into such agreements with

States, local governments and other public
and private entities, to accomplish, but not
be limited to, such projects as scientific re-
search with universities, joint maintenance
operations with adjoining state parks, herit-
age partnerships, long-range trail develop-
ment with a variety of entities, and other
similar programs. The House had no similar
provision.

Amendment No. 39: Modifies Senate lan-
guage regarding a feasibility study for a
northern access route into Denali National
Park and Preserve in Alaska. The modifica-
tion is to require that the study also be sub-
mitted to the House and Senate Committees
on Appropriations.

Amendment No. 40: Deletes Senate lan-
guage regarding the Stampede Creed Mine at
Denali National Park in Alaska. The House
had no similar provision.

If requested by the University of Alaska at
Fairbanks, the National Park Service shall
enter into negotiations regarding a memo-
randum of understanding for continued use
of the Stampede Creek mine property. The
Park Service should report to the relevant
Congressional committees by May 1, 1996 on
an assessment of damages resulting from the
April 30, 1987 explosion. The repair or re-
placement should be to the same condition
as existed on April 30, 1987. If the University
of Alaska at Fairbanks seeks to replace the
facilities, the Park Service should consider
working with the Army to assist in any com-
pensation to which the University of Alaska
at Fairbanks may be eligible since the Army
assisted the National Park Service with the
explosives work conducted at Stampede
Creek on April 30, 1987.

UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

SURVEYS, INVESTIGATIONS, AND RESEARCH

Amendment No. 41: Appropriates
$730,503,000 for surveys, investigations and
research instead of $686,944,000 as proposed by
the House and $577,503,000 as proposed by the
Senate. The amendment also provides au-
thority for minerals information activities
formerly conducted in the Bureau of Mines.

Changes to the amount proposed by the
House include increases of $24,112,000 for nat-
ural resources research, $16,000,000 for min-
erals information activities transferred from
the Bureau of Mines and $4,000,000 for univer-
sity earthquake research grants, and de-
creases in Federal water resources investiga-
tions of $176,000 for data collection and anal-
ysis and $100,000 for hydrology of critical
aquifers and a decrease of $277,000 in the Na-
tional mapping program for cartographic and
geographic research.

The managers have provided $4,000,000 for
university research in the earthquakes pro-
gram. If there is a compelling need for addi-
tional funds in this program in fiscal year
1996 and an acceptable funding offset can be
justified, the USGS should notify the Com-
mittees following the existing reprogram-
ming guidelines. The Committees will con-
sider any such request on its merits.

The managers understand that the USGS is
constrained from releasing certain informa-
tion under interagency agreement No.
AGP00473.94 with the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs absent the approval of the BIA. This
issue is discussed in more detail in the BIA
section of this statement.

The managers have agreed to fund a com-
petitive program for the water resources re-
search institutes with at least a 2 to 1 fund-
ing match from non-Federal sources. The
managers expect that this approach likely
will lead to the closure of some of the insti-
tutes. The managers recommend that in fis-
cal year 1996 a modest base grant of $20,000
per participating institute be provided with
the balance of the funding for the program to
be competitively awarded based on National
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program priorities established by the USGS.
The need for continuing a small base grant
beyond fiscal year 1996 should be carefully
examined by the USGS in the context of its
fiscal year 1997 budget priorities. The man-
agers do not object to competitions being re-
gionally-based if that approach is deter-
mined by the USGS to be the most produc-
tive, from the standpoint of meeting the
most compelling information needs, and the
most cost effective. If a regional approach is
selected, the managers suggest that the
USGS regions be consolidated so that there
are no more than 4 or 5 large regional areas.
The competition should not be structured to
ensure that every participating institute in a
region gets a competitive award. The USGS
should report to the Committees in the fiscal
year 1997 budget submission on how the com-
petition is to be structured and should report
in subsequent budget submissions on the dis-
tribution of competitively awarded grants by
institute.

Amendment No. 42: Earmarks $137,000,000
for natural resources research and coopera-
tive research units instead of $112,888,000 as
proposed by the House. The Senate rec-
ommended funding this research under a sep-
arate account and at a level of $145,965,000 as
discussed in amendment No. 24. The amend-
ment also earmarks $16,000,000 for minerals
information activities transferred from the
Bureau of Mines, mines and minerals ac-
count (see amendment No. 47).

The managers agree that natural resources
research in the Department of the Interior
should be organized in a manner that ensures
that it is independent from regulatory con-
trol and scientifically excellent. The man-
agers intend the merger of these research ac-
tivities into the USGS to be permanent. The
USGS is directed to plan and manage the re-
structuring and downsizing of the former Na-
tional Biological Service. Retrenchments re-
quired to remain within the reduced level of
appropriations for the former NBS are to
occur predominately in administrative, man-
agerial and other headquarters support func-
tions of that organization so as to maintain,
to the maximum extent possible, scientific
and technical capabilities.

The managers expect the agency to work
closely with the land management agencies
to identify priority science needs of concern
to the Department’s land managers on the
ground. The managers are concerned that
natural resource research be linked closely
to management issues. In addition, attention
should be provided to information related to
wildlife resources entrusted to the steward-
ship of the Department; fisheries, including
restoration of depleted stocks; fish propaga-
tion and riverine studies; aquatic resources;
nonindigenous nuisances that affect aquatic
ecosystems; impacts and epidemiology of
disease on fish and wildlife populations;
chemical drug registration for aquatic spe-
cies; and effective transfer of information to
natural resources managers.

During fiscal year 1996, funds appropriated
for the functions of the former NBS shall re-
main a separate entity, titled ‘‘natural re-
sources research’’, within the USGS. Upon
completion of the necessary downsizing, and
no later than nine months after enactment
of this legislation, the managers direct the
USGS to provide the Committees with a
final plan for the permanent consolidation
and integration of natural resources research
functions into the USGS. As of October 1,
1996, employees of the former NBS shall be
subject to the same administrative guide-
lines and practices followed by the USGS in-
cluding peer review of research and inves-
tigations, maintenance of objectivity and
impartiality, and ethics requirements re-
garding financial disclosure and divestiture.
The managers expect that the USGS budget

request for fiscal year 1997 will require
amendment subsequent to its submission to
reflect appropriately this consolidation. To
reiterate, this merger is intended to be per-
manent and should be implemented fully by
October 1, 1996.

During fiscal year 1996 the Department and
the USGS are prohibited from
reprogramming funds from other USGS pro-
grams and activities for any program or ac-
tivity within the Department for natural re-
sources research activities.

The managers also have agreed to provide
$16,000,000 for minerals information activi-
ties, transferred from the Bureau of Mines.
The funding represents a reduction from the
fiscal year 1995 level and may require signifi-
cant downsizing and restructuring of the
program. The USGS should oversee the
refocusing of the program. Until such
downsizing is completed, the program should
remain a separate and distinct budget and
organizational entity within the USGS. To
the extent job vacancies occur in the trans-
ferred program in fiscal year 1996, they
should be filled with Bureau of Mines em-
ployees subject to termination or reduction-
in-force. The managers understand that the
existing USGS mineral resources survey ac-
tivity is undergoing a restructuring and
downsizing and expect that effort and the re-
quired downsizing of the minerals informa-
tion program to proceed independently.
When both downsizing efforts are completed,
a single, refocused minerals program should
be created which combines the minerals in-
formation activities transferred from the
Bureau of Mines with other USGS mineral
resources work.

Amendment No. 43: Modifies language in-
serted by the House and stricken by the Sen-
ate providing guidance on the conduct of
natural resources research. The change to
the House position expands the prohibition
on the use of funds for new surveys on pri-
vate property to include new aerial surveys
for the designation of habitat under the En-
dangered Species Act unless authorized in
writing by the property owner. With respect
to natural resources research activities, the
managers agree that funds may not be used
for new surveys on private property without
the written consent of the land owner, that
volunteers are to be properly trained and
that volunteer-collected data are to be veri-
fied carefully. The amendment also transfers
authority from the Bureau of Mines to the
Director of the USGS to conduct mineral
surveys, consistent with the funding for that
purpose earmarked under amendment No. 42.

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE

ROYALTY AND OFFSHORE MINERALS
MANAGEMENT

Amendment No. 44: Appropriates
$182,994,000 for royalty and offshore minerals
management instead of $186,556,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $182,169,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. Changes to the amount
proposed by the House include decreases in
information management of $151,000 for the
absorption of fixed cost increases and
$3,000,000 which is offset by the authority to
use additional receipts as provided in amend-
ment Nos. 45 and 46; and decreases in general
administration of $306,000 for administrative
operations and $105,000 for general support
services.

The managers agree that the independent
review of the royalty management program
which was recommended by the House should
not be conducted until the disposition of the
hardrock minerals program is legislatively
resolved. Accordingly, no funds are ear-
marked for this effort in fiscal year 1996.

Amendment No. 45: Provides for the use of
$15,400,000 in increased receipts for the tech-
nical information management system as

proposed by the Senate instead of $12,400,000
as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 46: Permits the use of ad-
ditional receipts for Outer Continental Shelf
program activities in addition to the tech-
nical information management system as
proposed by the Senate. The House had no
similar provision.

BUREAU OF MINES

MINES AND MINERALS

Amendment No. 47: Appropriates $64,000,000
for mines and minerals instead of $87,000,000
as proposed by the House and $128,007,000 as
proposed by the Senate. The conference
agreement provides for the transfer of health
and safety research to the Department of En-
ergy (see amendment No. 110). The $64,000,000
provided for mines and minerals is to be used
for the orderly closure of the Bureau of
Mines.

The managers expect that the health and
safety functions in Pittsburgh, PA and Spo-
kane, WA will be continued under the De-
partment of Energy as will the materials
partnerships program in Albany, OR. The
U.S. Geological Survey will assume respon-
sibility for the minerals information pro-
gram in Denver, CO and Washington, DC.
The Bureau of Land Management will as-
sume responsibility for mineral assessments
in Alaska. The managers do not object to a
limited number of administrative support
personnel being maintained in these loca-
tions. All other functions of the Bureau of
Mines will be terminated and all other Bu-
reau locations will be closed. The funds pro-
vided under this head should be sufficient to
provide termination costs and to provide for
environmental cleanup costs and for the re-
quired oversight and closeout of contracts.
The managers understand that some con-
tracts will require oversight through a log-
ical completion point to ensure that the Fed-
eral investment is not lost. One example is
the construction associated with the Casa
Grande in situ copper leaching program. The
managers expect that there will be few such
cases and expect the Secretary to notify the
Committees of the rationale for continuing
specific contracts, not transferred to DOE,
BLM or USGS, beyond the closure of the Bu-
reau. The managers expect the Secretary to
proceed apace with the termination of the
Bureau using the funds provided herein.
OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING RECLAMATION AND

ENFORCEMENT

REGULATION AND TECHNOLOGY

Amendment No. 48: Appropriates $95,970,000
for regulation and technology as proposed by
the Senate instead of $93,251,000 as proposed
by the House.

ABANDONED MINE RECLAMATION FUND

Amendment No. 49: Appropriates
$173,887,000 for the abandoned mine reclama-
tion fund instead of $176,327,000 as proposed
by the House and $170,441,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

The net decrease below the House consists
of reductions of $500,000 for donations,
$2,000,000 for reclamation program oper-
ations, and $93,000 for administrative sup-
port; and increases of $13,000 for executive di-
rection and $140,000 for general services.

Amendment No. 50: Deletes House earmark
of $5,000,000 for the Appalachian Clean
Streams Initiative. The Senate had no simi-
lar provision.

Amendment No. 51: Deletes House provi-
sion that allowed the use of donations for
the Appalachian Clean Streams Initiative.
The Senate had no similar provision.

Amendment No. 52: Includes Senate provi-
sion which allows States to use part of their
reclamation grants as a funding match to
treat and abate acid mine drainage, consist-
ent with the Surface Mining Control and



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 14300 December 12, 1995
Reclamation Act (SMCRA). The House had
no similar provision.

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS

Amendment No. 53: Appropriates
$1,384,434,000 for the Operation of Indian Pro-
grams instead of $1,509,628,000 as proposed by
the House and $1,261,234,000 as proposed by
the Senate. Changes to the amount proposed
by the House from Tribal Priority Alloca-
tions include decreases of $1,500,000 for con-
tract support, $4,000,000 for small and needy
tribes, and a general reduction of $92,136,000.

Changes from Other Recurring Programs
include: increases of $1,109,000 for ISEP for-
mula funds, $1,000,000 for student transpor-
tation, and $73,000 for Lake Roosevelt; and
decreases of $1,109,000 for ISEP adjustments,
$1,000,000 for early childhood development,
and $1,186,000 for community development—
facilities O&M; and a transfer of $3,047,000
from trust services to the Office of Special
Trustee for American Indians.

Changes from Nonrecurring Programs in-
clude: increases of $400,000 for Self Deter-
mination grants, $1,500,000 for community
economic development grants, $250,000 for
technical assistance, and $1,500,000 for water
rights negotiations; and decreases of $442,000
for attorney fees and $125,000 for resources
management for absorption of pay costs.

Changes from Central Office Operations in-
clude: a decrease of $126,000 for the substance
abuse coordination office, a decrease of
$2,000,000 for education program manage-
ment, a $12,477,000 transfer from trust serv-
ices to the Office of Special Trustee for
American Indians, a transfer of $447,000 from
general administration to the Office of Spe-
cial Trustee for American Indians, and a gen-
eral reduction of $14,400,000.

Changes from Area Office Operations in-
clude a transfer of $2,367,000 from trust serv-
ices to the Office of Special Trustee for
American Indians and a general reduction of
$14,447,000.

Changes from Special Programs and
Pooled Overhead include: increases of
$1,337,000 for special higher education schol-
arships, $962,000 for the Indian Arts and
Crafts Board, $1,780,000 for intra-govern-
mental billings, and $57,000 for direct rentals;
and decreases of $866,000 for the Indian Child
Welfare Act, $1,500,000 for employee displace-
ment costs, $141,000 for personnel consolida-
tion, $664,000 for GSA rentals, $1,666,000 for
human resources development, and a $23,000
general reduction.

Amendment No. 54: Deletes Senate ear-
mark of $962,000 for the Indian Arts and
Crafts Board. The House had no similar pro-
vision. The managers agree that within Spe-
cial Programs/Pooled Overhead, $962,000 is
earmarked for the Indian Arts and Crafts
Board. In light of declining budgets, future
funding for this program should be provided
through non-Federal sources.

Amendment No. 55: Earmarks $104,626,000
for contract support costs as proposed by the
Senate instead of $106,126,000 as proposed by
the House and adds language earmarking
$100,255,000 for welfare assistance.

Amendment No. 56: Earmarks up to
$5,000,000 for the Indian Self-Determination
fund as proposed by the Senate instead of
$5,000,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 57: Earmarks $330,711,000
for school operations costs as proposed by
the House instead of $330,991,000 as proposed
by the Senate.

Amendment No. 58: Earmarks $68,209,000
for higher education scholarships, adult vo-
cational training, and assistance to public
schools instead of $67,138,000 as proposed by
the House and $69,477,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 59: Retains a statutory
reference to the Johnson O’Malley Act as

proposed by the Senate. The House had no
similar provision.

Amendment No. 60: Earmarks $71,854,000
for housing improvement, road maintenance,
attorney fees, litigation support, self-govern-
ance grants, the Indian Self-Determination
Fund, and the Navajo-Hopi settlement pro-
gram instead of $74,814,000 as proposed by the
House and $62,328,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate.

Amendment No. 61: Deletes a reference to
trust fund management as proposed by the
Senate. Responsibility for trust fund man-
agement has been transferred to the Office of
Special Trustee for American Indians.

Amendment No. 62: Deletes reference to
the statute of limitations language, as pro-
posed by the Senate. This language is in-
cluded in the Office of Special Trustee for
American Indians (amendment No. 80).

Amendment No. 63: Retains Senate lan-
guage on the use of up to $8,000,000 in unobli-
gated balances for employee severance, relo-
cation, and related expenses and inserts new
language regarding the effective date when
schools can adjust salary schedules. The
House had no similar provision.

The managers agree that:
1. Under Other Recurring Programs $409,000

is earmarked for Alaska legal services and
salmon studies.

2. Not more than $297,000 shall be available
for a grant to the Close Up Foundation.

3. Amounts specifically earmarked within
the bill for Tribal Priority Allocations are
subject to the general reduction identified
for Tribal Priority Allocations. The man-
agers expect the Bureau to allocate the gen-
eral reduction in a manner that will not
jeopardize funding provided from the High-
way Trust Fund for road maintenance. In ad-
dition, the general reduction should not be
applied to the $750,000 allocated for the Fi-
nancial Management Improvement Team
and for small and needy tribes. BIA should
ensure that compacting and non-compacting
tribes are treated consistently, except for
compacting tribes who meet the criteria for
small and needy tribes.

4. BIA should provide consistent treatment
in allocating funds for small and needy
tribes and new tribes. Allocations should be
based on recommendations of the Joint Re-
organization Task Force.

5. No funds are provided for the school sta-
tistics initiative. If the BIA wishes to pursue
this initiative, the Committees will consider
a reprogramming request.

6. Several steps must be completed before
schools can adjust salary schedules. For this
reason, bill language is included that will
provide this authority beginning with the
1997–98 school year. The managers expect
that within 30 days after enactment of this
Act BIA should provide the Committees with
a plan and time schedule advising how BIA
will adjust salary schedules by the 1997–98
school year. The managers expect BIA to en-
sure that all necessary steps are taken to fa-
cilitate changes in salary rates for any
schools desiring to use non-DOD pay rates.

7. $16,338,000 from the Operation of Indian
Programs should be transferred to the Office
of Special Trustee for American Indians (see
Amendment No. 80).

The managers have agreed to a reduction
of $2,000,000 for education program manage-
ment in the Central Office Operations pro-
gram. No reduction has been included for
area and agency technical support in Other
Recurring Programs. The managers expect
the Bureau to review education program
management at all levels to ensure that re-
sources are properly allocated within the
funding provided. If the Bureau wishes to re-
allocate the funds for these accounts, a
reprogramming request should be submitted
to the Committees.

The managers expect the Bureau of Indian
Affairs to direct the U.S. Geological Survey
to provide for the public release of all inter-
pretations of data and reports (draft and
final) completed under interagency agree-
ment number AGP00473.94 and all related
amendments immediately upon completion
of the water studies. Within 15 days of enact-
ment of this Act the BIA shall report to the
Committees its decision as to whether or not
it will direct the USGS to provide for the
public release of the information. If the BIA
does not allow for the public release of the
information, the BIA should immediately
cancel the interagency agreement with the
USGS.

The managers have not agreed to the Sen-
ate amendment regarding a prohibition of
the use of funds for travel and training ex-
penses for the BIA. However, the BIA is ex-
pected to follow the guidance detailed in the
discussion of Amendment No. 163.

CONSTRUCTION

Amendment No. 64: Appropriates
$100,833,000 for construction instead of
$98,033,000 as proposed by the House and
$107,333,000 as proposed by the Senate.
Changes to the amount proposed by the
House include increases of $4,500,000 for the
Chief Leschi School, and $2,500,000 for the
fire protection program, and decreases of
$3,700,000 for the Navajo irrigation project
and $500,000 for engineering and supervision.

The managers agree that the Chief Leschi
School complex project will be phased in
over a two-year period.

The managers agree that funding provided
for construction projects should include the
entire cost of a given project, which elimi-
nates the need for a separate appropriation
for contract support.
INDIAN LAND AND WATER CLAIM SETTLEMENTS

AND MISCELLANEOUS PAYMENT TO INDIANS

Amendment No. 65: Appropriates $80,645,000
for Indian land and water claim settlements
and miscellaneous payments to Indians in-
stead of $75,145,000 as proposed by the House
and $82,745,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 66: Earmarks $78,600,000
for land and water claim settlements as pro-
posed by the Senate instead of $73,100,000 as
proposed by the House. Changes to the
amount proposed by the House include an in-
crease of $5,500,000 for the Ute Indian settle-
ment.

Amendment No. 67: Earmarks $1,000,000 for
trust fund deficiencies as proposed by the
House instead of $3,100,000 as proposed by the
Senate.
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE OF INDIAN ENTERPRISES

Amendment No. 68: Appropriates $500,000
for technical assistance instead of $900,000 as
proposed by the Senate and no funds as pro-
posed by the House.
INDIAN GUARANTEED LOAN PROGRAM ACCOUNT

Amendment No. 69: Appropriates $5,000,000
for guaranteed loans instead of $7,700,000 as
proposed by the Senate and no funds as pro-
posed by the House.

The managers agree that $4,500,000 is for
the cost of guaranteed loans and $500,000 is
for administrative expenses.

TERRITORIAL AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

ASSISTANCE TO TERRITORIES

Amendment No. 70: Appropriates $65,188,000
for Assistance to Territories instead of
$52,405,000 as proposed by the House and
$68,188,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
changers to the amount proposed by the
House include a increase of $13,827,000 for ter-
ritorial assistance and a decrease of $1,044,000
for American Samoa operations grants. The
amount provided for territorial assistance
includes increases over the House of
$5,650,000 for technical assistance, $2,400,000
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for maintenance assistance, $1,500,000 for
management controls, and $750,000 for disas-
ter assistance.

Amendment No. 71: Earmarks $3,527,000 for
the Office of Insular Affairs as proposed by
the Senate instead of no funds as proposed
by the House. The managers agree that the
Office of Territorial and International Af-
fairs is abolished along with the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Territorial and
International Affairs. The funding provided
is for staff to carry out the Secretary’s man-
dated responsibilities and is to be located
under the Assistant Secretary for Policy,
Management and Budget. This action is con-
sistent with the reorganization already ap-
proved by the Appropriations Committees.

Amendment No. 72: Retains Senate lan-
guage directing the use of funds for technical
assistance, maintenance assistance and dis-
aster assistance.

COMPACT OF FREE ASSOCIATION

Amendment No. 73: Deletes House proposed
language and funding for impact aid to
Guam as proposed by the Senate.

The managers agree that Guam should be
compensated for the impact caused by immi-
gration from the freely associated states as
authorized under the Compact of Free Asso-
ciation. Funding for compact impact shall be
provided by a re-allocation of existing man-
datory grant funds as discussed under
amendment No. 89.

DEPARTMENTAL OFFICES

DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Amendment Nos. 74 and 75: The managers
agree to the Senate language which changes
the account name from Office of the Sec-
retary to Departmental Management.

Amendment No. 76: Appropriates $57,796,000
for departmental management as proposed
by the Senate instead of $53,919,000 as pro-
posed by the House. A redistribution has
been made which includes reductions of
$296,000 to the Secretary’s immediate office
and $51,000 to Congressional Affairs. These
funds have been transferred to Central Serv-
ices.

The managers agree that these accounts
have been restrained over recent years and
that coordination of the Department’s pro-
grams, particularly during the ongoing
downsizing and restructuring process, is crit-
ical to ensure the overall effectiveness of the
Department’s programs. However, the man-
agers feel that it is important to restrain
these offices at the 1995 level considering
that most of the Department’s programs
have sustained reductions, or face elimi-
nation, and all are being directed to absorb
their uncontrollable expenses. The managers
also recognize the need to have flexibility in
the Departmental Offices to manage within
reduced funding levels and with the displace-
ments and uncertainties caused by reduc-
tions-in-force. Therefore, the managers agree
that the Department may reprogram funds
without limitation among the program ele-
ments within the four activities. However,
any reprogramming among the four activi-
ties must follow the normal reprogramming
guidelines.

The managers strongly support language
included in the House Report which encour-
ages each agency to reduce levels of review
and management in order to cover the costs
associated with pay raises and inflation. The
Department should carefully review and
eliminate excessive or duplicated positions
associated with Congressional and Public Af-
fairs offices.

Amendment No. 77: Deletes Senate lan-
guage which prohibits the use of official re-
ception funds prior to the filing of the Char-
ter for the Western Water Policy Review

Commission. The House had no similar pro-
vision.

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

Amendment No. 78: Appropriates $500,000 as
proposed by the Senate instead of no funding
as proposed by the House.

The managers agree to retain the core pol-
icy function from the Office of Construction
Management in Office of Policy, Manage-
ment and Budget. The balance of the pro-
grams are transferred to BIA construction.

NATIONAL INDIAN GAMING COMMISSION

Amendment No. 79: Modifies language in-
serted by the Senate requiring a report de-
tailing information on Indian tribes or tribal
organizations with gaming operations. The
modification changes the date the report is
due to March 1, 1996. The House had no simi-
lar provision.

OFFICE OF SPECIAL TRUSTEE FOR AMERICAN
INDIANS

FEDERAL TRUST PROGRAMS

Amendment No. 80: Appropriates $16,338,000
for Federal trust programs in the Office of
Special Trustee for American Indians and es-
tablishes this new account as proposed by
the Senate. The House had no similar provi-
sion.

The managers agree to the following trans-
fers from the Operations of Indian Programs
account within the Bureau of Indian Affairs
as proposed by the Senate: $3,047,000 from
Other Recurring Programs for financial trust
services; $2,367,000 from Area Office Oper-
ations for financial trust services; and
$10,924,000 from Central Office Operations, in-
cluding $10,447,000 for the Office of Trust
Funds Management.

The managers concur with the need for es-
tablishing the office as articulated in the
Senate report. The managers believe that
the Special Trustee will be effective in im-
plementing reforms in the Bureau of Indian
Affairs only to the extent that the Trustee
has authority over the human and financial
resources supporting trust programs. Lack-
ing such authority, the Trustee cannot be
held accountable and the likely result will
be simply one more office pointing out the
shortcomings of the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs.

Furthermore, under the current financial
constraints facing the Committees and the
various downsizing activities taking place in
the Department, it is essential that the Com-
mittees have a clear understanding of the or-
ganizational structure supporting trust pro-
grams and an assurance that the significant
general reductions proposed to be taken
against the Bureau of Indian Affairs do not
impair the Secretary’s ability to manage
trust assets. The managers are aware that
there may be additional activities that could
be transferred to the Office and encourage
the Special Trustee, the Department, the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs, the tribes, and the Of-
fice of Management and Budget to work
closely with the appropriations and authoriz-
ing committees to identify the activities and
related resources to be transferred.

Any increase in funding or staffing for the
Office of Special Trustee should be consid-
ered within the context of the fiscal year
1997 budget request and with consideration
for funding constraints and the downsizing
occurring throughout the Department, par-
ticularly within the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs.

The managers have recommended funding
in a simplified budget structure to allow the
Special Trustee some flexibility in establish-
ing the office and the budget structure. Prior
to submission of the fiscal year 1997 budget
request, the managers expect the Special
Trustee to work with the Committees to es-
tablish an appropriate budget structure for
the Office.

The managers expect the Special Trustee
to provide by December 1, 1996 a detailed op-
erating plan for financial trust services for
fiscal year 1996. The plan should detail what
specific activities relating to the reconcili-
ation effort will be undertaken, both directly
by the Office of Special Trustee and by its
contractors. The plan should detail what
products will be provided to the tribes and
the Congress and when such products will be
submitted. The plan should include staffing
for financial trust services, including the
number of vacant positions and when the po-
sitions are expected to be filled.

Within the funds provided, support should
be provided to the Intertribal Monitoring As-
sociation (ITMA). The managers expect
ITMA to provide the Special Trustee with
any information that is provided to the Ap-
propriations or authorizing committees. If
the Office of the Special Trustee plans to
continue funding ITMA in fiscal year 1997,
the managers expect the Special Trustee to
identify the funds to be available for ITMA
in the fiscal year 1997 budget request.

To the extent possible, the managers ex-
pect that administrative support services
will continue to be provided by the Bureau of
Indian Affairs during fiscal year 1996. To the
extent that resources exist within the Office
of Special Trustee for budgeting or other ad-
ministrative services, these activities should
be provided by the Office of Special Trustee,
rather than through the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs. The managers have not included any
funds for overhead costs, such as GSA rent,
postage, FTS–2000, PAY/PERS, or workers’
compensation. These costs should be paid
from the Operation of Indian Programs ac-
count during fiscal year 1996. The fiscal year
1997 budget should include appropriate over-
head amounts in the Office of the Special
Trustee.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Amendment No. 81: Retains language in-
serted by the senate changing the name of
‘‘Office of the Secretary’’ to ‘‘Department
Management’’.

GENERAL PROVISIONS, DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR

Amendment No. 82: Deletes an unnecessary
comma as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 83: Retains the House lan-
guage stricken by the Senate granting the
Secretary of the Interior authority to trans-
fer land acquisition funds between the Bu-
reau of Land Management, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and the National Park Serv-
ice.

Amendment No. 84: Modifies language pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen-
ate regarding the expenditure of funds for
the Presidio. The managers are aware of leg-
islation which may be enacted regarding the
future management of the Presidio in Cali-
fornia and have provided a funding limita-
tion in order for the Congress to consider
legislation this fall. In light of declining
budgets, the managers recognize the need for
an alternative approach for the Presidio that
does not require additional appropriations
from the Interior bill. Because the authoriz-
ing legislation may be enacted early in fiscal
year 1996, the managers have included lan-
guage which restricts how much funding can
be obligated on a monthly basis for the first
quarter of the fiscal year. However, if legis-
lation is not enacted, the managers also rec-
ognize the need for the National Park Serv-
ice to be able to fulfill its management and
resource protection responsibilities at the
Presidio. Thus, the obligation limitation
would be lifted on December 31, 1995.

Because of concerns about sufficient re-
sources remaining available to address the
requirements of any authorization regarding
the Presidio Trust, the managers expect the
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National Park Service to notify the relevant
House and Senate appropriations and author-
izing committees before awarding any major
contracts after December 31, 1995, and prior
to the establishment of the Presidio Trust
once it is authorized.

Amendment No. 85: Restores language pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen-
ate repealing provisions of the Oil Pollution
Act of 1990 with respect to Outer Continental
Shelf leases offshore North Carolina. The re-
peal of this statute is not intended to excuse
the United States from the liabilities, if any,
it has incurred to date nor to otherwise af-
fect pending litigation.

Amendment No. 86: Modifies language pro-
posed by the Senate limiting the allocation
of self-governance funds to Indian tribes in
the State of Washington if a tribe adversely
impacts rights of nontribal owners of land
within the tribe’s reservation. The House
had no similar provision. The modification
eliminates the requirement that a mutual
agreement be reached within 90 days of en-
actment.

Amendment No. 87: Retains language pro-
posed by the Senate which requires the De-
partment of the Interior to issue a specific
schedule for the completion of the Lake
Cushman Land Exchange Act within 30 days
of enactment and to complete the exchange
by September 30, 1996. The House had no
similar provision.

Amendment No. 88: Retains Senate lan-
guage authorizing the National Park Service
to expend funds for maintenance and repair
of the Company Creek Road in Lake Chelan
National Recreation Area and providing
that, unless specifically authorized, no funds
may be used for improving private property.
The House had no similar provision.

Amendment No. 89: Revises language pro-
posed by the Senate to reallocate mandatory
grant payments of $27,720,000 to the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands
(CNMI).

The managers agree that for fiscal years
1996 through 2002 the CNMI shall receive
$11,000,000 annually. This is consistent with
total funding, matching requirements, and
terms negotiated and set forth in the agree-
ment executed on December 17, 1992, between
the special representative of the President of
the United States and the special representa-
tives of the Governor of the Northern Mari-
ana Islands.

The managers agree that Guam shall re-
ceive impact aid of $4,580,000 in fiscal year
1996. This funding level shall continue
through fiscal year 2001, as authorized by the
Compact of Free Association. The managers
agree that these grant funds must be used for
infrastructure needs, as determined by the
Government of Guam.

The managers agree that $7,700,000 shall be
allocated for capital improvement grants to
American Samoa in fiscal year 1996 and that
higher levels of funding may be required in
future years to fund the highest priority
projects identified in a master plan. The
managers have agreed to language directing
the Secretary to develop such a master plan
in conjunction with the Government of
American Samoa. The plan is to be reviewed
by the Army Corps of Engineers before it is
submitted to the Congress and is to be up-
dated annually as part of the budget jus-
tification.

The managers understand that renovation
of hospital facilities in American Samoa has
been identified as one of the more critical
and high priority needs. The Secretary of the
Interior and the American Samoa Govern-
ments are reminded that Congress required
the creation of a hospital authority as a con-
dition to Federal funding of health care fa-
cilities. The managers expect the existing
hospital authority in American Samoa to be

supported by the American Samoa Govern-
ment so that it continues the purpose of im-
proving the quality and management of
health care.

The managers agree that $4,420,000 shall be
allocated in fiscal year 1996 for resettlement
of Rongelap Atoll. Language has been in-
cluded that total additional contributions,
including funding provided in this bill, may
not exceed $32,000,000 and are contingent on
an agreement that such contributions are a
full and final settlement of all obligations of
the United States to assist in the resettle-
ment of Rongelap.

The managers have deleted language provi-
sions proposed by the Senate which would
legislate on several matters including mini-
mum wage, immigration, and local employ-
ment in the Northern Mariana Islands.

The managers agree that the Secretary of
the Interior should continue to submit an
annual ‘‘State of the Islands’’ report. This
report has been submitted for the past four
years in accordance with Committee direc-
tives and is a valuable source of information
for the Congress.

TITLE II—RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

FOREST SERVICE

FOREST RESEARCH

Amendment No. 90: Appropriates
$178,000,000 for forest research instead of
$182,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$177,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

For forestry research, the managers reaf-
firm support for the consolidation of budget
line items, to provide the agency additional
flexibility with restructuring, and to allow
efficiencies and cost savings as required to
meet the funding reductions. The managers
agree that no forest and range experiment
station, research program, or research
project should be held harmless from de-
creases that would impose disproportionate
reductions to other research activities. The
agency should maintain its focus on core re-
search activities—including forestry re-
search—that support initiatives relating
both to public and private forest lands, and
cooperative research efforts involving the
universities as well as the private sector, di-
rected at forest management, resource utili-
zation and productivity. The managers urge
the Forest Service to avoid location closures
where research is not conducted elsewhere,
and to consolidate programs that are spread
over multiple locations. The managers are
particularly concerned that silvicultural and
hardwood utilization research continue given
the large number of public and private for-
ests which rely on this research.

In addition, the managers note the growing
importance of data and other information
collected through the Forest Inventory Anal-
ysis (FIA) program and the resulting state-
wide forest inventories. The analysis and col-
lection of information directed at forest
health conditions on public and private for-
est lands has become especially important in
recent years.

The managers have included $300,000 for
landscape management research at the Uni-
versity of Washington, $479,000 for Cook
County Ecosystem project, and $200,000 for
research at the Olympic Natural Resources
Center in Forks, WA.

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY

Amendment No. 91: Appropriates
$136,794,000 for State and private forestry as
proposed by the Senate but deletes Senate
earmarks for cooperative lands fire manage-
ment and the stewardship incentives pro-
gram. The House provided $129,551,000 for
State and private forestry.

The net increase above the House includes
increases of $4,500,000 for the stewardship in-

centives program, $3,000,000 for forest legacy
program, and $5,500,000 for economic action
programs; and reductions of $2,000,000 from
forest health management, $621,000 from co-
operative lands fire management, $1,636,000
for forest stewardship and $1,500,000 for urban
and community forestry.

The managers agree to the following dis-
tribution of funds within economic action
programs:
Forest products conservation and

recovery .................................... $1,000,000
Economic recovery ...................... 5,000,000
Rural development ...................... 4,800,000
Wood in transportation ............... 1,200,000
Columbia River Gorge, economic

grants to countries ................... 2,500,000
The managers agree that $2,880,000 within

rural development be allocated to the North-
east and Midwest, and that no funds are pro-
vided for economic diversification studies.

INTERNATIONAL FORESTRY

The managers agree that up to $4,000,000 of
Forest Service funds may be utilized for pur-
poses previously funded through the Inter-
national Forestry appropriation. Domestic
activities requiring international contacts
will continue to be funded, as in the past, by
the appropriate domestic benefiting pro-
gram. The managers reiterate their expecta-
tions that the Service curtail foreign travel
expenditures in light of budget constraints.

Operations formerly funded by Inter-
national Forestry or other appropriations,
other than research activities, of the Inter-
national Institute of Tropical Forestry,
Puerto Rico and the Institute of Pacific Is-
lands Forestry, Hawaii may continue to be
funded as appropriate. As with other pro-
grams, it may be necessary to reduce funding
for these institutes due to budget con-
straints. Research activities will be funded
from the Forest Research appropriation.

The managers also expect the Forest Serv-
ice to examine the best means to provide
leadership in international forestry activi-
ties and meet essential representation and li-
aison responsibilities with foreign govern-
ments and international organizations, and
agree that the Forest Service should not
maintain a separate deputy chief for inter-
national forestry.

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM

Amendment No. 92: Appropriates
$1,256,253,000 for the national forest system
instead of $1,266,688,000 as proposed by the
House and $1,247,543,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

The net decrease below the House consists
of reductions of $5,750,000 for recreation man-
agement, $1,750,000 for wilderness manage-
ment, $435,000 for heritage resources,
$1,750,000 for wildlife habitat management
$1,000,000 for inland fish habitat manage-
ment, $1,750,000 for threatened and endan-
gered species habitat management; and in-
creases of $1,000,000 for road maintenance,
and $1,000,000 for facility maintenance.

The managers expect the land agencies to
begin to rebuild and restore the public tim-
ber programs on national forests and BLM
lands. With the modest increase in funding
provided, the Forest Service is expected to
produce 2.6 billion board feet of green sales.
With enactment of the new salvage initiative
(P.L. 104–19) in response to the emergency
forest health situation, the agencies are ex-
pected to proceed aggressively to expedite
the implementation of existing programmed
salvage volumes, with the expectation that
the Forest Service will produce an additional
increment of 1.5 BBF over the expected sale
program for fiscal year 1996. The managers
expect a total fiscal year 1996 Forest Service
sale accomplishment level of 5.6 BBF, and
note that this is nearly half the level author-
ized for sale just five years ago. The Forest
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Service is to report timber sale accomplish-
ments on the basis of net sawtimber sold and
awarded to purchasers, and on the volume of-
fered. Those regions of the country which
sell products other than sawtimber should
continue to report accomplishments in the
same manner as used in the forest plans. The
reports are to provide information on both
green and salvage sales.

The managers encourage the Forest Serv-
ice to use up to $350,000 to commission a
third party field review of the environmental
impacts and the economic efficiency of the
emergency forest salvage program mandated
by section 2001 of P.L. 104–19. The managers
believe that funding such a review can be ap-
propriately undertaken through the timber
salvage sale fund.

The managers note the difference between
the House and Senate reports pertaining to
tree measurement and timber scaling. The
managers also note that House Report 103–
551 specifically allows Forest Service man-
agers to use scaling when selling salvage
sales of thinnings. The managers expect the
Forest Service to use fully the flexibility au-
thorized in House Report 103–551 for rapidly
deteriorating timber, and to use sample
weight scaling for the sale of low value
thinnings. Further, the managers direct the
Forest Service to undertake a study to iden-
tify: (1) which measurement method is more
cost efficient; (2) to assess what percent of
timber theft cases involve scaling irregular-
ities and whether tree measurement discour-
ages timber theft; (3) which measurement
method is more efficient when environ-
mental modifications are needed after a sale
has been awarded; and (4) assess the agency’s
ability to perform cruising required under
tree measurement. The study will measure
Forest Service performance based on Forest
Service Handbook cruise standards, includ-
ing identifying how often uncertified em-
ployees are involved in cruise efforts. The
Forest Service shall contact with an estab-
lished independent contractor skilled in both
cruising and scaling and report back to the
Committees no later than March 1, 1996.

The conference agreement includes $400,000
for the development of a plan for preserving
and managing the former Joliet Arsenal
property as a National tallgrass prairie. The
managers are aware of legislation to estab-
lish the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie
and Urge the Forest Service to take such
steps as are necessary, including a
reprogramming, to begin implementing the
legislation when enacted. The managers also
urge the Forest Service to seek full funding
for the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie
as part of its fiscal year 1997 budget request.

The managers are concerned about the
many programs in the President’s Forest
Plan designed to provide assistance to tim-
ber dependent communities in the Pacific
Northwest. The managers are disturbed by
the inability of the agencies involved to pro-
vide a detailed accounting of funds appro-
priated in previous fiscal years for the unem-
ployed timber worker programs in the Presi-
dent’s Forest Plan.

The managers expect the Secretary of the
Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture to
prepare a detailed accounting and report of
the funds appropriated in fiscal year 1995 for
the President’s Forest plan. The report shall
include a careful accounting of appropriated
funding, including: funds appropriated for
timber production; administrative expenses,
including the number of Federal employees
employed to administer the various aspects
of the President’s plan; funds appropriated
for the various jobs programs allowed for
under the President’s plan, including but not
limited to the Jobs in the Woods program;
the number of individuals employed by these
programs; and the average length of each

job. The managers expected the Secretaries
to submit the report to the Committees no
later than March 31, 1996.

The managers are concerned that the For-
est Service reallocates funding pursuant to
reprogramming requests before they are
transmitted to Congress. The managers di-
rect the Forest Service to adhere to the
reprogramming guidelines, and not reallo-
cate funds until the Appropriations Commit-
tees have had an opportunity to review these
proposals.

The managers believe that additional op-
portunities exist for contracting Forest
Service activities, and encourage expanding
the use of contractors wherever possible.

The managers are aware that suggestions
have been made to withdraw administra-
tively additional lands in Montana in order
to prevent timber and oil and gas develop-
ment. It is the understanding of the man-
agers that wilderness designation for Federal
lands can only be accomplished legislatively.
However, the Forest Service does have the
ability to designate the management of its
lands through the forest planning process.
The managers expect the Forest Service to
comply with existing statutory and regu-
latory requirements in the management of
National forest system lands. Where appro-
priate, proposed changes in land manage-
ment practices should be implemented in-
volving public participation and scientific
analysis in the land management planning
process, including plan amendments as nec-
essary.

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT

Amendment No. 93: Changes the account
title to Wildland Fire Management as pro-
posed by the Senate; instead of Fire Protec-
tion and Emergency Suppression as proposed
by the House.

Amendment No. 94: Appropriates
$385,485,000 for wildland fire management as
proposed by the House instead of $381,485,000
as proposed by the Senate.

CONSTRUCTION

Amendment No. 95: Appropriates
$163,500,000 for construction, instead of
$120,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$186,888,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The increase above the House includes
$23,500,000 for facilities, $5,000,000 for road
construction, and $15,000,000 for trail con-
struction. Within the total for facilities, the
conference agreement includes $36,000,000 for
recreation, $10,000,000 for FA&O, and
$2,500,000 for research.

The managers agree to the following ear-
marks within recreation construction:
Allegheny NF, rehabilitation ...... $150,000
Bead Lake, WA, boating access ... 60,000
Bead Lake, WA, roads .................. 176,000
Columbia River Gorge Discovery

Center, OR, completion ............ 2,500,000
Cradle of Forestry, NC, utilities .. 500,000
Daniel Boone NF, KY, rehabilita-

tion ........................................... 660,000
Gum Springs Recreation Area,

LA, rehabilitation phase II ....... 400,000
Johnston Ridge Observatory, WA 500,000
Johnston Ridge Observatory, WA,

roads ......................................... 550,000
Lewis and Clark Interpretive

Center, MT, completion ............ 2,700,000
Multnomah Falls, OR, sewer sys-

tem ........................................... 190,000
Northern Great Lakes Visitor

Center, WI ................................. 1,965,000
Seneca Rocks, WV visitor center,

completion ................................ 1,400,000
Timberline Lodge, OR, water sys-

tem improvements and new res-
ervoir ........................................ 750,000

Winding Stair Mountain National
Recreation and Wilderness
Area, OK, improvements ........... 682,000

The managers agree that for the Northern
Great Lakes Visitor Center, WI, funding is
provided with the understanding that the
project cost is to be matched 50% by the
State of Wisconsin.

The conference agreement includes
$95,000,000 for roads to be allocated as fol-
lows: $57,000,000 for timber roads, $26,000,000
for recreation roads, and $12,000,000 for gen-
eral purpose roads.

The managers remain interested in Forest
Service plans for restoring Grey Towers, and
are concerned about the cost of the project.
The managers expect the Forest Service to
continue the implementation of the master
plan for Grey Towers and to explore addi-
tional partnerships that can help cost-share
required restoration work. The Forest Serv-
ice should work with the Committees to pro-
vide a better understanding of the needs of
Grey Towers and explore ways to reduce the
cost to the Federal government.

The managers concur in the
reprogramming request currently pending
for Johnston Ridge Observatory and Timber-
line Lodge sewer system.

Amendment No. 96: Earmarks $2,500,000 and
unobligated project balances for a grant to
the ‘‘Non-Profit Citizens for the Columbia
Gorge Discovery Center,’’ and authorizes the
conveyances of certain land, as proposed by
the Senate. The House included no similar
provision.

Amendment No. 97: Includes Senate provi-
sion which authorizes funds appropriated in
1991 for a new research facility at the Uni-
versity of Missouri, Columbia, to be avail-
able as a grant for construction of the facil-
ity, and provides that the Forest Service
shall receive free space in the building. The
House had no similar provision.

LAND ACQUISITION

Amendment No. 98: Appropriates $41,200,000
instead of $14,600,000 as proposed by the
House and $41,167,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate. The $41,200,000 includes $7,500,000 for ac-
quisition management, $2,000,000 for emer-
gency and in holding purchases, $1,000,000 for
wilderness protection, $1,725,000 for cash
equalization of land exchanges, and
$28,975,000 for land purchase.

Amendment No. 99: Strikes Senate ear-
mark for Mt. Jumbo.

Amendment No. 100: Strikes Senate ear-
mark for Kane Experimental Forest.

The managers expect that any movement
of acquisition funds from one project to an-
other regardless of circumstances must fol-
low normal reprogramming guidelines. The
managers have deleted all references to spe-
cific earmarkings included in the Senate re-
port.

The managers continue to encourage
strongly the use of land exchanges as a way
in which to protect important recreational
or environmentally significant lands, in lieu
of the Federal Government acquiring lands.
The managers believe that land exchanges
represent a more cost-effective way in which
to do business and encourage the Forest
Service to give high priority to those ex-
changes either nearing completion, or where
land management decisions are made par-
ticularly difficult due to checkerboard own-
ership.

The managers are concerned about the
long history of problems associated with the
implementation of land acquisition provi-
sions in the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Act. To date, nearly $40 million has
been spent on land acquisitions in the Gorge,
and the Forest Service estimates that nearly
$20–$30 million in remaining land is left to be
acquired. The Gorge Act authorizes land ex-
changes in the area, and while several ex-
changes have been completed, a substantial
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number of acres remain to be acquired to ful-
fill the purposes of the Scenic Act. The man-
agers strongly support the use of land ex-
changes versus land acquisitions. The man-
agers understand that the Forest Service has
the existing statutory authority to conduct
land exchanges in the Scenic Area, including
tripatrite land-for-timber exchanges.

The managers encourage the Forest Serv-
ice to enter into land exchanges, including
tripartite land exchanges, with willing land
owners in the Gorge to diminish the need for
future acquisitions.
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS, FOREST SERVICE

Amendment No. 101: Retains Senate provi-
sion which prohibits any reorganization
without the consent of the appropriations
and authorizing committees and adds a pro-
vision exempting the relocation of the Re-
gion 5 regional offices from the requirement
to obtain the consent of the authorizing and
appropriations committees. The House had
no similar provision.

The managers are concerned that the For-
est Service is being required to move the Re-
gional Office in Atlanta, Georgia from its
present location to a new Federal Center in
downtown Atlanta at greatly increased
costs. At the same time, accessibility for
both the public and employees will be made
more difficult. Requiring the Forest Service
to absorb increased costs for no increase in
effectiveness or efficiency is not acceptable.
The managers agree that any relocation of
the Atlanta office can occur only pursuant
to the bill language restrictions which re-
quire the advance approval of the authoriz-
ing and appropriations committees. This will
allow the committees the opportunity to ex-
amine closely the costs and benefits of any
such proposal, and require the Administra-
tion to justify fully any additional expendi-
tures.

Amendment No. 102: Includes Senate provi-
sion which adds the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources to the list of commit-
tees which must approve reorganizations
pursuant to amendment No. 101. The House
had no similar provision.

Amendment No. 103: Includes the Senate
provision which adds the Committee on Re-
sources to the list of committees which must
approve reorganizations pursuant to amend-
ment No. 101. The House had no similar pro-
vision.

Amendment No. 104: Modifies Senate provi-
sion by deleting the prohibition on changes
to the appropriations structure without ad-
vance approval of the Appropriations Com-
mittees, and substituting language allowing
the relocation of the Region 5 regional office
to Mare Island in Vallejo, CA, subject to the
existing reprogramming guidelines. The
House had no similar provision.

The conference agreement includes bill
language which provides authority to fi-
nance costs associated with the relocation of
the Region 5 regional office to excess mili-
tary property at Mare Island Naval Shipyard
at Vallejo, CA, from any Forest Service ac-
count. However, the managers expect a
reprogramming request which justifies the
relocation and identifies the source of funds
to be used before funds are reallocated for
this purpose. The allocation of other regions
are not to be reduced in order to finance the
move.

Amendment No. 105: Retains House lan-
guage stricken by the Senate providing that
80 percent of the funds for the ‘‘Jobs in the
Woods’’ program for National Forest land in
the State of Washington be granted to the
State Department of Fish and Wildlife. The
Senate had no similar provision.

Amendment No. 106: Deletes House provi-
sion relating to songbirds on the Shawnee
NF. The Senate had no similar provision.

Amendment No. 107: Deletes Senate provi-
sion which prohibits revision or implementa-
tion of a new Tongass Land Management
Plan. The House had no similar provision.

Amendment 108: Deletes Senate provision
requiring the implementation of the Tongass
Land Management Plan (TLMP), Alternative
P and replaces it with a requirement that
the Tongass Land Management Plan in effect
on December 7, 1995 remain in effect through
fiscal year 1997. During fiscal years 1996 and
1997, the managers require the Secretary to
maintain at least the number of acres of
suitable available and suitable scheduled
timber lands, and Allowable Sale Quantity
as in Alternative P. The Secretary may con-
tinue the TLMP revision process, including
preparation of the final EIS and Record of
Decision, but is not authorized to implement
the Record of Decision before October 1, 1997.

The conference agreement also includes
language which allows a change in the
offerees or purchasers of one or more timber
sales that have already complied with the
National Environmental Protection Act
(NEPA) and the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA). This lan-
guage intends that when the Forest Service
determines that additional analysis under
NEPA and ANILCA is not necessary, the
change of offerees or purchasers for whatever
reason (including termination of a long term
timber sale contract) shall not be considered
a ‘‘significant new circumstance’’ under
NEPA or ANILCA and shall not be a reason
under other law for the sale or sales not to
proceed.

The House had no similar provision.
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Amendment No. 110: Appropriates
$417,169,000 for fossil energy research and de-
velopment instead of $379,524,000 as proposed
by the House and $376,181,000 as proposed by
the Senate. The amendment also provides for
the transfer of authority for health and safe-
ty research in mines and the mineral indus-
try from the Bureau of Mines (see amend-
ment No. 47). Changes to the amount pro-
posed by the House for coal research include
an increase of $2,000,000 for Kalina cycle test-
ing and decreases of $1,500,000 in coal prepa-
ration research, $1,650,000 for HRI proof of
concept testing and $1,000,000 for bench scale
research in the direct liquefaction program,
$1,000,000 for in house research in the high ef-
ficiency integrated gasification combined
cycle program, $500,000 for filters testing and
evaluation in the high efficiency pressurized
fluidized bed program, and $300,000 for inter-
national program support and $1,000,000 for
university coal research in advanced re-
search and technology development. Changes
to the amount proposed by the House for oil
technology research include increases of
$1,500,000 for a data repository, $250,000 for
the gypsy field project and $250,000 for the
northern midcontinent digital petroleum
atlas in exploration and supporting research,
and decreases of $1,000,000 for the National
laboratory/industry partnership and
$1,000,000 for extraction in exploration and
supporting research, $2,000,000 for the heavy
oil/unconsolidated Gulf Coast project in the
recovery field demonstrations program, and
$1,100,000 as a general reduction to the proc-
essing research and downstream operations
program. Changes to the amount proposed by
the House for natural gas research include
decreases of $440,000 for conversion of natural
gases to liquid fuels, $130,000 for the inter-
national gas technology information center
and $30,000 for low quality gas upgrading in
the utilization program and $1,000,000 for the
advanced concepts/tubular solid oxide fuel
cell program. Other changes to the House
recommended level include increases of

$40,000,000 for health and safety research ($35
million) and materials partnerships ($5 mil-
lion) which are being transferred from the
Bureau of Mines, $6,295,000 for cooperative
research and development and $5,000,000 for
program direction at the energy technology
centers and a decrease of $4,000,000 for envi-
ronmental restoration.

The funds provided for cooperative re-
search and development include $295,000 for
technical and program management support
and $3,000,000 each for the Western Research
Institute and the University of North Dakota
Energy and Environmental Research Center.
Within the funds provided for WRI and
UNDEERC, the managers agree that a per-
centage comparable to the fiscal year 1995
rate may be used for the base research pro-
gram, and the balance is to be used for the
jointly sponsored research program.

The managers have included an increase of
$5,000,000 for program direction, which is
$1,000,000 less than recommended in the Sen-
ate bill. The managers expect the Depart-
ment to allocate these funds commensurate
with the program distributions in this bill.
The various program and support functions
of the field locations should continue to be
funded out of the same line-items as in fiscal
year 1995.

The managers are aware of proposals re-
garding the future field office structure of
the fossil energy program. The managers
take no position on the specifics of the var-
ious aspects of the strategic realignment ini-
tiative at this time as many of the details
are not yet available. The managers expect
the Department to comply fully with the
reprogramming guidelines before proceeding
with implementation of any reorganization
or relocation. The managers are concerned
about the basis for estimated savings, per-
sonnel impacts, budget changes, transition
plans, and how any proposed integration will
address market requirements and utiliza-
tion.

In any proposal to privatize the National
Institute for Petroleum and Energy Research
(NIPER), the Department should seek com-
petitively a non-Federal entity to acquire
NIPER and to make such investments and
changes as may be necessary to enable the
private entity to perform high-value re-
search and development services and com-
pete with other organizations for private and
public sector work. In the interim, to the ex-
tent the program level for oil technology al-
lows, the Department is encouraged to main-
tain as much of the program at NIPER as
possible.

With respect to the functions of the Bu-
reau of Mines which have been transferred to
the Department of Energy, the managers ex-
pect the Department to continue to identify
the resources being allocated for these pur-
poses and not to subsume these functions
into other budget line-items within the fossil
energy account. The Secretary should main-
tain the transferred functions and personnel
at their current locations. In fiscal year 1996,
any staffing reductions required to accom-
modate the funding level provided for health
and safety research should be taken from
within this activity and should not affect
any other elements of the fossil energy re-
search and development organization. Like-
wise, any additional or vacant positions
which are required for the health and safety
research function should be filled with Bu-
reau of Mines employees who are subject to
termination or reduction-in-force. The man-
agers strongly encourage the Administra-
tion, and particularly the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, to work toward consoli-
dating these health and safety functions in
the same agency with either the Mine Safety
and Health Administration or the National
Institute for Occupational Safety and
Health.
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The managers do not object to the use of

up to $18,000,000 in clean coal technology pro-
gram funds for administration of the clean
coal program. The managers are concerned
that a clean coal project was recently
changed without addressing congressional
concerns that were raised before and during
the application review period. The managers
expect the Secretary, to the extent possible,
to ensure that the sulfur dioxide facility
which was approved as part of the NOXSO
clean coal project is constructed so as to
begin operation when the elemental sulfur is
available from the NOXSO process. The man-
agers also expect the Department to report
to the legislative committees of jurisdiction
as well as the Appropriations Committees in
the House and Senate on the rationale for
approving the construction of a sulfur diox-
ide plant as part of the NOXSO project. As
the remaining projects in the clean coal pro-
gram proceed, the Department should focus
on technologies that relate directly to the
objectives of the program.

Amendment No. 111: Deletes language in-
serted by the Senate requiring that any new
project start be substantially cost-shared
with a private entity. The House had no
similar provision. The managers expect the
Department to make every effort to increase
the percentage of non-Federal cost-sharing
in its research and development projects.

NAVAL PETROLEUM AND OIL SHALE RESERVES

Amendment No. 112: Appropriates
$148,786,000 for the Naval petroleum and oil
shale reserves instead of $151,028,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $136,028,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 113: Repeals the restric-
tion on conducting studies with respect to
the sale of the Naval petroleum and oil shale
reserves as proposed by the Senate. The
House had no similar provision.

ENERGY CONSERVATION

Amendment No. 114: Appropriates
$553,293,000 for energy conservation instead
of $556,371,000 as proposed by the House and
$576,976,000 as proposed by the Senate.
Changes to the amount proposed by the
House for the buildings program include in-
creases of $150,000 for the foam insulation
project in the building envelope program,
$100,000 for lighting and appliance
collaboratives in commercial buildings in
the building equipment program and
$1,140,000 for energy efficiency standards for
Federal buildings in the codes and standards
program, and decreases of $400,000 for resi-
dential buildings/building America, $3,000 for
residential energy efficiency/climate change
action plan, and $1,500,000 for partnership
America/climate change action plan in build-
ing systems; $150,000 as a general reduction
to materials and structures in building enve-
lope; $450,000 as a general reduction to light-
ing and $100,000 for appliance technology in-
troduction partnerships/climate change ac-
tion plan in building equipment; and
$3,060,000 as a general reduction to the codes
and standards program, consistent with the
moratorium on issuing new standards (see
amendment No. 157).

Changes to the amount proposed by the
House for the industry program include an
increase of $3,000,000 in industrial wastes to
maintain the NICE3 program at the fiscal
year 1995 level and decreases of $300,000 for
combustion in the municipal solid waste pro-
gram, $1,000,000 as a general reduction to the
metals initiative in the materials and metals
processing program with the expectation
that none of the reduction is to be applied to
the electrochemical dezincing project,
$200,000 as a general reduction for alternative
feedstocks and $700,000 as a general reduction
for process development in the other process
efficiency program, and $2,000,000 for envi-

ronmental technology partnerships in imple-
mentation and deployment.

Changes to the amount proposed by the
House for the transportation program in-
clude increases of $990,000 for metal matrix
composites in vehicle systems materials;
$200,000 for turbine engine technologies,
$200,000 for the ceramic turbine engine dem-
onstration project, $4,500,000 for automotive
piston technologies, and $612,000 for combus-
tion and emissions research and development
in heat engine technologies; and $16,228,000
for on-board hydrogen proton exchange
membrane fuel cells and $2,900,000 for fuel
cell research and development in electric and
hybrid propulsion development. Decreases
from the House include $1,200,000 for fuel
cells/battery materials and $500,000 as a gen-
eral reduction in materials technology;
$1,000,000 as a general reduction in vehicle
systems materials; $6,462,000 as a general re-
duction to light duty engine technologies in
the heat engine technologies program; and
$500,000 for battery development, $1,000,000 to
terminate the phosphoric acid fuel cell bus
program and $15,528,000 as a general reduc-
tion for fuel cell development in the electric
and hybrid propulsion development program.

Changes to the amount proposed by the
House for the technical and financial assist-
ance program include an increase of
$3,250,000 for the weatherization assistance
program and a decrease of $295,000 for the in-
ventions and innovations program.

The managers have agreed to the Senate
bill language restricting the issuance of new
or amended standards in the codes and
standards program (see amendment Nos. 156
and 157).

The managers agree that:
1. The Department should aggressively

pursue increased cost sharing;
2. Projects that prove to be uneconomical

or fail to produce desired results should be
terminated;

3. The fiscal year 1997 budget should con-
tinue the trend of program downsizing with
the focus on completing existing commit-
ments;

4. Ongoing programs should not be grouped
under the umbrella of large initiatives and
described as new programs in the budget;

5. There should be no new program starts
without compelling justification and identi-
fied funding offsets;

6. The home energy rating system pilot
program should be continued with the exist-
ing pilot States; within the funds available
for HERS, the managers expect the Depart-
ment to work with Mississippi and other
non-pilot program States on the States’
home energy rating system;

7. There is no objection to continuing the
student vehicle competition in the transpor-
tation program at the current year funding
level;

8. The Department should work with the
States to determine what other programs
should be included in a block grant type pro-
gram along with the consolidated State en-
ergy conservation program/institutional con-
servation program;

9. There is no objection to continuing the
interagency agreement with the Department
of Housing and Urban Development for pub-
lic assisted housing and other low-income
initiatives to the extent that HUD reim-
burses the Department for this work;

10. The Office of Industrial Technologies
may procure capital equipment using operat-
ing funds, subject to the existing
reprogramming guidelines;

11. The Department should work with the
Office of Management and Budget and the
General Services Administration to ensure
that agencies fund energy efficiency im-
provements in Federal buildings;

12. The Department should increase private
sector investment through energy savings

performance contracts in the Federal energy
management program and should develop
mechanisms to be reimbursed for these ef-
forts;

13. The Department should submit a new
five year program plan for the transpor-
tation program in light of current funding
constraints; and

14. There are no specific restrictions on the
number of contracts to be let for the long
term battery development effort or activi-
ties within the electric and hybrid vehicle
program. Given the level of funding pro-
vided, the Department should examine care-
fully its options in these areas in close co-
ordination with its industry cooperators.

Amendment No. 115: Earmarks $140,696,000
for State energy grant programs instead of
$148,946,000 as proposed by the House and
$168,946,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 116: Earmarks $114,196,000
for the weatherization assistance program
instead of $110,946,000 as proposed by the
House and $137,446,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

Amendment No. 117: Earmarks $26,500,000
for the State energy conservation program
as proposed by the House instead of
$31,500,000 as proposed by the Senate.

ECONOMIC REGULATION

Amendment No. 118: Appropriates $6,297,000
for economic regulation as proposed by the
House instead of $8,038,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

The managers agree that the Office of
Hearings and Appeals should receive reim-
bursement for work other than petroleum
overcharge cases and related activities as
recommended by the House.

ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION

Amendment No. 119: Appropriates
$72,266,000 for the Energy Information Ad-
ministration $79,766,000 as proposed by the
House and $64,766,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate. The managers expect the reduction to be
applied largely to EIA’s forecasting efforts.
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN

SERVICES
INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICES

Amendment No. 120: Appropriates
$1,747,842,000 for Indian health services in-
stead of $1,725,792,000 as proposed by the
House and $1,815,373,000 as proposed by the
Senate. Changes to the amount proposed by
the House include increases of $25,000,000 to
offset partially the fixed cost increase for
health care providers, $1,500,000 for collec-
tions and billings, $750,000 for epidemiology
centers, $200,000 for the Indians into Psychol-
ogy program, and decreases of $2,000,000 for
Indian health professionals, $3,000,000 for
tribal management, and a $400,000 transfer
from hospitals and clinics to facilities and
environmental health support. The managers
direct that the $25,000,000 provided for fixed
cost increases be distributed on a pro-rata
basis across all activities in the Indian
health services and Indian health facilities
accounts.

Amendment No. 121: Earmarks $350,564,000
for contract medical care as proposed by the
Senate instead of $351,258,000 as proposed by
the House.

The managers agree that the Indian Self
Determination Fund is to be used only for
new and expanded contracts and that this
fund may be used for self-governance com-
pacts only to the extent that a compact as-
sumes new or additional responsibilities that
had been performed by the IHS.

The managers agree that the fetal alcohol
syndrome project at the University of Wash-
ington should be funded at the fiscal year
1995 level.

The managers are concerned about the ade-
quacy of health care services available to the
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Utah Navajo population, and urge IHS to
work with the local health care community
to ensure that the health care needs of the
Utah Navajos are being met. IHS should
carefully consider those needs in designing a
replacement facility for the Montezuma
Creek health center.

INDIAN HEALTH FACILITIES

Amendment No. 122: Appropriates
$238,958,000 for Indian health facilities in-
stead of $236,975,000 as proposed by the House
and $151,227,000 as proposed by the Senate.
Changes to the amount proposed by the
House include increases of $750,000 for the
Alaska medical center, $1,000,000 for modular
dental units, $500,000 for injury prevention,
$400,000 for a base transfer from hospitals
and clinics, and a decrease of $667,000 for the
Fort Yuma, AZ project.

The managers agree to delay any
reprogramming of funds from the Winnebago
and Omaha Tribes’ health care facility. How-
ever, given current budget constraints, if is-
sues relative to the siting and design of the
facility cannot be resolved, the managers
will consider reprogramming these funds to
other high priority IHS projects during fiscal
year 1996.

The Talihina, OK hospital is ranked sixth
on the IHS health facilities priority list for
inpatient facilities. The Choctaw Nation has
developed a financing plan for a replacement
facility. The Choctaw Nation proposes var-
ious funding sources to support its project
for a community based hospital. The man-
agers direct IHS to work with the Choctaw
Nation to identify resources necessary to
staff, equip, and operate the newly con-
structed facility. The managers will consider
these operational needs in the context of
current budget constraints.

The managers have not agreed to provi-
sions in the Senate bill requiring the IHS to
prepare reports on the distribution of Indian
Health Service professionals and on HIV–
AIDS prevention needs among Indian tribes.
While the managers agree that closer exam-
ination of these topics may be warranted,
the resources necessary to conduct adequate
studies are not available at this time.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION

INDIAN EDUCATION

Amendment No. 123: Appropriates
$52,500,000 as proposed by the House instead
of $54,660,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The managers agree that no funding is pro-
vided for the National Advisory Council on
Indian Education.

OTHER RELATED AGENCIES

OFFICE OF NAVAJO AND HOPI INDIAN
RELOCATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Amendment No. 124: Appropriates
$20,345,000 for the Office of Navajo and Hopi
Indian Relocation as proposed by the Senate
instead of $21,345,000 as proposed by the
House.

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Amendment No. 125: Appropriates
$308,188,000 for Salaries and Expenses instead
of $309,471,000 as proposed by the House and
$307,988,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The $200,000 increase is provided for the
Center for folklife programs specifically for
the 1996 Festival of American Folklife fea-
turing the State of Iowa. This amount is pro-
vided in addition to the $400,000 base funding.
The State of Iowa will contribute $250,000 to-
ward this effort.

Amendment No. 126: Earmarks $30,472,000
as proposed by the Senate instead of

$32,000,000 proposed by the House for the in-
strumentation program, collections acquisi-
tion and various other programs.
CONSTRUCTION AND IMPROVEMENTS, NATIONAL

ZOOLOGICAL PARK

Amendment No. 127: Appropriates $3,250,000
for zoo construction as proposed by the Sen-
ate instead of $3,000,000 as proposed by the
House. The increase is limited to repairs and
rehabilitation and is not to be used for new
exhibits or expansions.

REPAIR AND RESTORATION OF BUILDINGS

Amendment No. 128: Appropriates
$33,954,000 for repair and restoration of build-
ings as proposed by the Senate instead of
$24,954,000 as proposed by the House.

CONSTRUCTION

Amendment No. 129: Appropriates
$27,700,000 for construction as proposed by
the Senate instead of $12,950,000 as proposed
by the House. The managers agree that
$15,000,000 is included for the National Mu-
seum of the American Indian Cultural Re-
source Center, $8,700,000 is included to com-
plete the construction and equipping of the
Natural History East Court Building and
$3,000,000 is for minor construction, alter-
ations and modifications.

The managers are providing $1,000,000 to be
used to complete a proposed master plan and
initiate detailed planning and design to
allow for the development of a proposed fi-
nancial plan for the proposed extension at
Dulles Airport for the Air and Space Mu-
seum. The managers expect that the finan-
cial plan shall specify, in detail, the phasing
of the project and commitments by the Com-
monwealth of Virginia and the Smithsonian
toward construction and operation of the fa-
cility.

The managers agree that no Federal funds,
beyond the costs of planning and design, will
be available for the construction phase of
this project.

The managers have provided $15,000,000 for
the continued construction of the National
Museum of the American Indian Cultural Re-
source Center in Suitland, Maryland. This
amount will bring the Federal contribution
to date for this project to $40,900,000. The
managers have agreed that no additional
Federal funds will be appropriated for this
project.

The managers also strongly encourage the
Smithsonian to develop alternative cost sce-
narios for the proposed National Museum of
the American Indian Mall Museum including
downsizing of the building and decreasing
the amount of Federal funding.

Amendment No. 130: The managers agree
to concur with the Senate amendment which
strikes the House provision permitting a sin-
gle procurement for construction of the
American Indian Cultural Resources Center.
The managers understand that authority
provided previously for such purposes is suf-
ficient.

NATIONAL GALLERY OF ART

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Amendment No. 131: Appropriates
$51,844,000 for salaries and expenses as pro-
posed by the Senate instead of $51,315,000 as
proposed by the House.

REPAIR, RESTORATION AND RENOVATION OF
BUILDINGS

Amendment No. 132: Appropriates $6,442,000
for repair, restoration and renovation of
buildings instead of $5,500,000 as proposed by
the House and $7,385,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

JOHN F. KENNEDY CENTER FOR THE
PERFORMING ARTS

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

Amendment No. 133: Appropriates
$10,323,000 for operations and maintenance as

proposed by the Senate, instead of $9,800,000
as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 134: Includes Senate provi-
sion which amends 40 U.S.C. 193n to provide
the Kennedy Center with the same police au-
thority as the Smithsonian Institution and
the National Gallery of Art. The House had
no similar provision.

WOODROW WILSON INTERNATIONAL CENTER FOR
SCHOLARS

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Amendment No. 135: Appropriates $5,840,000
for the Woodrow Wilson International Center
for Scholars instead of $5,840,000 as proposed
by the House and $6,537,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

The managers continue to have serious
concerns about the total costs associated
with the proposed move to the Federal Tri-
angle building. Until such time as both the
House and Senate Appropriations Commit-
tees’ concerns are satisfactorily addressed,
no funds may be used for this purpose.

NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS AND THE
HUMANITIES

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE ARTS

GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION

Amendment No. 136: Appropriates
$82,259,000 for grants and administration as
proposed by the House instead of $88,765,000
as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 137: Deletes House lan-
guage making NEA funding contingent upon
passage of a House reauthorization bill. The
Senate had no similar provision.

The managers on the part of the House
continue to support termination of NEA
within two years, and do not support funding
beyond FY 1997. The managers on the part of
the Senate take strong exception to the
House position, and support continued fund-
ing for NEA. The managers expect this issue
to be resolved by the legislative committees
in the House and Senate.

MATCHING GRANTS

Amendment No. 138: Appropriates
$17,235,000 for matching grants as proposed
by the House instead of $21,235,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 139: Deletes House lan-
guage making funding for NEA contingent
upon passage of a House reauthorization bill.

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITIES

GRANTS AND ADMINISTRATION

Amendment No. 140: Appropriates
$94,000,000 for grants and administration as
proposed by the Senate instead of $82,469,000
as proposed by the House.

The managers on the part of the House
continue to support a phase out of NEH with-
in three years, and do not support funding
beyond FY 1998. The managers on the part of
the Senate take strong exception to the
House position, and support continued fund-
ing for NEH. The managers expect this issue
to be resolved by the legislative committees
in the House and Senate.

MATCHING GRANTS

Amendment No. 141: Appropriates
$16,000,000 for matching grants as proposed
by the Senate instead of $17,025,000 as pro-
posed by the House.

Amendment No. 142: Earmarks $10,000,000
for challenge grants as proposed by the Sen-
ate instead of $9,180,000 as proposed by the
House.

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC
PRESERVATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Amendment No. 143: Appropriates $2,500,000
for salaries and expenses as proposed by the
Senate instead of $3,063,000 as proposed by
the House.
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While the Advisory Council works closely

with Federal agencies and departments, the
National Park Service and State historic
preservation officers, it does not have re-
sponsibility for designating historic prop-
erties, providing financial assistance, over-
riding other Federal agencies’ decisions, or
controlling actions taken by property own-
ers.

The managers encourage those Federal
agencies and departments which benefit
from the Advisory Council’s expert advice to
assist in covering these costs. The managers
are concerned that some Advisory Council
activities may duplicate those conducted by
other preservation agencies. Therefore, the
managers direct the Advisory Council to
evaluate ways to recover the costs of assist-
ing Federal agencies and departments
through reimbursable agreements and to ex-
amine its program activities to identify
ways to eliminate any duplication with
other agencies. The Advisory Council shall
report its findings to the Congress by March
31, 1996.

FRANKLIN DELANO ROOSEVELT MEMORIAL
COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Amendment No. 144: Appropriates $147,000
as proposed by the Senate instead of $48,000
as proposed by the House.

PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Amendment No. 145: Appropriates no funds
as proposed by the Senate instead of
$2,000,000 as proposed by the House.

PUBLIC DEVELOPMENT

Amendment No. 146: Modifies language
proposed by the Senate allowing the use of
prior year funding for operating and admin-
istrative expenses. The modification allows
the use of prior year funding for shutdown
costs in addition to operating costs. In addi-
tion, prior year funds may be used to fund
activities associated with the functions
transferred to the General Services Adminis-
tration. The House had no similar provision.

The managers agree that not more than
$3,000,000 in prior year funds can be used for
operating, administrative expenses, and
shutdown costs for the Pennsylvania Avenue
Development Corporation. The managers di-
rect that the orderly shutdown of the Cor-
poration be accomplished within six months
from the date of enactment of this Act. No
staff should be maintained beyond April 1,
1996. The managers agree that Pennsylvania
Avenue Development Corporation staff asso-
ciated with the Federal Triangle project
should be transferred to the General Services
Administration, and provision for the trans-
fer has been included in the Treasury-Postal
Services Appropriations bill.

UNITED STATES HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL
COUNCIL

HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL COUNCIL

Amendment No. 147: Appropriates
$28,707,000 for the Holocaust Memorial Coun-
cil as proposed by the House instead of
$26,609,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 148: Restores language
proposed by the House and stricken by the
Senate providing that $1,264,000 for the Muse-
um’s exhibition program shall remain avail-
able until expended.

TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Amendment No. 149: Retains Senate provi-
sion making a technical correction to Public
Law 103–413.

Amendment No. 150: Includes Senate provi-
sion that any funds used for the Americorps
program are subject to the reprogramming
guidelines, and can only be used if the

Americorps program is funded in the VA–
HUD and Independent Agencies fiscal year
1996 appropriations bill. The House prohib-
ited the use of any funds for the Americorps
program.

Since the Northwest Service Academy
(NWSA) is funded through fiscal year 1996,
the managers agree that the agencies are not
prohibited from granting the NWSA a special
use permit, from using the NWSA to accom-
plish projects on agency-managed lands or in
furtherance of the agencies’ missions, or
from paying the NWSA a reasonable fee-for-
service for projects.

Amendment No. 151: Modifies House lan-
guage stricken by the Senate transferring
certain responsibilities from the Pennsylva-
nia Avenue Development Corporation to the
General Services Administration, National
Capital Planning Commission, and the Na-
tional Park Service. The modification trans-
fers all unobligated and unexpended balances
to the General Services Administration. The
Senate had no similar provision.

Amendment No. 152: Modifies House and
Senate provisions relating to the Interior
Columbia River Basin ecoregion manage-
ment project (the Project). The House and
Senate contained different language on the
subject, but both versions were clear in their
position that the Project has grown too
large, and too costly to sustain in a time of
shrinking budgets. In addition, the massive
nature of the undertaking, and the broad ge-
ographic scope of the decisions to be made as
part of a single project has raised concerns
about potential vulnerability to litigation
and court injunctions with a regionwide im-
pact. The language included in the con-
ference report reflects a compromise be-
tween the two versions.

Subsection (b) appropriates $4,000,000 for
the completion of an assessment on the Na-
tional forest system lands and lands admin-
istered by the BLM within the area encom-
passed by the Project, and to publish two
draft Environmental Impact Statements on
the Project. The Forest Service and BLM
should rely heavily on the eastside forest
ecosystem health assessment in the develop-
ment of the assessment and DEIS’s, in par-
ticular, volume II and IV provide a signifi-
cant amount of the direction necessary for
the development of an ecosystem manage-
ment plan. This document has already been
peer reviewed and widely distributed to the
public. Therefore, the collaborative efforts
by many scientists can be recognized.

The two separate DEIS’s would cover the
project region of eastern Washington and Or-
egon, and the project region of Montana and
Idaho, and other affected States. The lan-
guage also directs project officials to submit
the assessment and two DEIS’s to the appro-
priate House and Senate committees for
their review. The DEIS’s are not decisional
and not subject to judicial review. The man-
agers have included this language based upon
concern that the publication of DEIS’s of
this magnitude would present the oppor-
tunity for an injunction that would shut
down all multiple use activities in the re-
gion.

The assessment shall contain a range of al-
ternatives without the identification of a
preferred alternative or management rec-
ommendation. The assessment will also pro-
vide a methodology for conducting any cu-
mulative effects analysis required by section
102(2) of NEPA, in the preparation of each
amendment to a resource management plan.

The assessment shall also include the sci-
entific information and analysis conducted
by the Project on forest and rangeland
health conditions, among other consider-
ations, and the implications of the manage-
ment of these conditions. Further, the as-
sessment and DEIS’s shall not be subject to

consultation or conferencing under section 7
of the Endangered Species Act, nor be ac-
companied by any record of decision required
under NEPA.

Subsection (c) states the objective of the
managers that the district manager of the
Bureau of Land Management or the forest
supervisor of the Forest Service use the
DEIS’s as an information base for the devel-
opment of individual plan amendments to
their respective forest plan. The managers
believe that the local officials will do the
best plan in preparing plan amendments that
will achieve the greatest degree of balance
between multiple use activities and environ-
mental protection.

Upon the date of enactment, the land man-
agers are required to review their resource
management plan for their forest, together
with a review of the assessment and DEIS’s,
and based on that review, develop or modify
the policies laid out in the DEIS or assess-
ment to meet the specific conditions of their
forest.

Based upon this review, subsection (c)(2)
directs the forest supervisor or district man-
ager to prepare and adopt an amendment to
meet the conditions of the individual forest.
In an effort to increase the local participa-
tion in the plan amendment process, the dis-
trict manager or forest supervisor is directed
to consult with the governor, and affected
county commissioners and tribal govern-
ments in the affected area.

Plan amendments should be site specific,
in lieu of imposing general standards appli-
cable to multiple sites. If an amendment
would result in a major change in land use
allocations within the forest plan, such an
amendment shall be deemed a significant
change, and therefore requiring a significant
plan amendment or equivalent.

Subsection (c)(5) strictly limits the basis
for individual plan amendments in a fashion
that the managers intend to be exclusive.

Language has been included to stop dupli-
cation of environmental requirements. Sub-
section (c)(6)(A) states that any policy
adopted in an amendment that modifies, or
is an alternative policy, to the general poli-
cies laid out in the DEIS’s and assessment
document that has already undergone con-
sultation or conferencing under section 7 of
the ESA, shall not again be subject to such
provisions. If a policy has not undergone
consultation or conferencing under section 7
of the ESA, or if an amendment addresses
other matters, however, then that amend-
ment shall be subject to section 7.

Amendments which modify or are an alter-
native policy are required to be adopted be-
fore October 31, 1996. An amendment that is
deemed significant, shall be adopted on or
before March 31, 1997. The policies of the
Project shall no longer be in effect on a for-
est on or after March 31, 1997, or after an
amendment to the plan that applies to that
forest is adopted, whichever comes first.

The managers have included language spe-
cific to the Clearwater National Forest, as it
relates to the provisions of this section. The
managers have also included language to
clarify that the documents prepared under
this section shall not apply to, or be used to
regulate non-Federal lands.

Amendment No. 153: Includes a modified
version of provisions included by both the
House and Senate relating to a recreational
fee demonstration program. This pilot pro-
gram provides for testing a variety of fee col-
lection methods designed to improve our
public lands by allowing 80 per cent of fees
generated to stay with the parks, forests,
refuges and public lands where the fees are
collected. There is a tremendous backlog of
operational and maintenance needs that
have gone unmet, while at the same time
visits by the American public continue to
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rise. The public is better served and more
willing to pay reasonable user fees if they
are assured that the fees are being used to
manage and enhance the sites where the fees
are collected.

Most of the provisions of the Senate
amendment are incorporated into the
amendment agreed to by the managers,
which provides for the following:

(1) The maximum number of demonstra-
tion sites per agency is extended from 30 to
50.

(2) the time period for the demonstration is
extended from one year to three years and
these funds remain available for three years
after the demonstration period ends.

(3) Agencies may impose a fine of up to $100
for violation of the authority to collect fees
established by this program.

(4) The more simplified accounting proce-
dures proposed by the Senate are adopted,
such that fewer Treasury accounts need to
be established than proposed by the House.

(5) In those cases where demonstrations
had fee collections in place before this provi-
sion, fees above the amounts collected in 1995
(plus 4% annually) are to be used for the ben-
efit of the collection site or on an agency-
wide basis. The other fees collected will be
treated like they are at non-demonstration
sites, except funds withheld to cover fee col-
lection costs for agencies other than the
Fish and Wildlife Service will remain avail-
able beyond the fiscal year in which they are
collected.

(6) For those Fish and Wildlife Service
demonstrations where fees were collected in
fiscal year 1995, the fees collected, up to the
1995 level (plus 4% annually), are disbursed
as they were in 1995.

(7) The agencies have been provided more
latitude in selecting demonstration sites,
areas or projects. These demonstrations may
include an entire administrative unit, such
as a national park or national wildlife refuge
where division into smaller units would be
difficult to administer or where fee collec-
tions would adversely affect visitor use pat-
terns.

(8) The Secretaries are directed to select
and design the demonstration projects in a
manner which will provide optimum oppor-
tunities to evaluate the broad spectrum of
resource conditions and recreational oppor-
tunities on Federal lands, including facility,
interpretation, and fish and wildlife habitat
enhancement projects that enhance the visi-
tor experience.

(9) Vendors may charge a reasonable mark-
up or commission to cover their costs and
provide a profit.

(10) Each Secretary shall provide the Con-
gress a brief report describing the selected
sites and free recovery methods to be used by
March 31, 1996, and a report which evaluates
the pilot demonstrations, including rec-
ommendations for further legislation, by
March 31, 1999. The reports to Congress are
to include a discussion of the different sites
selected and how they represent the geo-
graphical and programmatic spectrum of
recreational sites and habitats managed by
the agencies. The diversity of fee collection
methods and fair market valuation methods
should also be explained.

(11) In order to maximize funding for start-
up costs, agencies are encouraged to use ex-
isting authority in developing innovative
implementation strategies, including cooper-
ative efforts between agencies and local gov-
ernments.

(12) Although the managers have not in-
cluded the Senate amendment language re-
garding geographical discrimination on fees,
the managers agree that entrance, tourism,
and recreational fees should reflect the cir-
cumstances and conditions of the various
States and regions of the county. In setting

fees, consideration should be given to fees
charged on comparable sites in other parts of
the region or country. The four agencies are
encouraged to cooperate fully in providing
additional data on tourism, recreational use,
or rates which may be required by Congress
in addressing the fee issue.

(13) The managers request that the General
Accounting Office conduct a study and re-
port to the Appropriations Committees by
July 31, 1996 on the methodology and
progress made by the Secretaries to imple-
ment this section.

Amendment No. 154: Deletes House lan-
guage relating to salvage timber sales in the
Pacific Northwest, and substitutes language
which makes a technical correction to the
emergency salvage timber program, Sec.
2001(a)(2) of Public law 104–19 that changes
the ending date of the emergency period to
December 31, 1996. This correction is nec-
essary to conform to the expiration date in
Sec. 2001(j). The Senate included no similar
provision.

Amendment No. 155: Retains House lan-
guage stricken by the Senate prohibiting the
use of funds for the Mississippi River Cor-
ridor Heritage Commission.

Amendment No. 156: Deletes House lan-
guage stricken by the Senate placing a mor-
atorium on the issuance of new or amended
standards and reducing the codes and stand-
ards program in the Department of Energy
by $12,799,000 and inserts language regarding
grazing at Great Basin National Park. The
codes and standards issue is discussed under
the energy conservation portion of this
statement.

Amendment No. 157: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen-
ate and retains Senate alternative language
providing for a one-year moratorium on new
or amended standards by the Department of
Energy. This issue is discussed under the en-
ergy conservation portion of this statement.

Amendment No. 158: Modifies House min-
ing patent moratorium that was stricken
and replaced by the Senate with fair market
legislation for mining patents. The con-
ference agreement continues the existing,
straightforward moratorium on the issuance
of mining patents that was contained in the
fiscal year 1995 Interior and Related Agen-
cies Appropriations Act.

The agreement further requires the Sec-
retary of the Interior within three months of
the enactment of this Act to file with the
House and Senate Appropriations Commit-
tees and authorizing committees a plan
which details how the Department will make
a final determination on whether or not an
applicant is entitled to a patent under the
general mining laws on at least 90 percent of
such applications within five years of enact-
ment of this Act, and take such actions as
necessary to carry out such plan. The con-
ference agreement does not intend for the
final determination to presume final adju-
dication of the contesting of any applica-
tions which are deemed not entitled to a pat-
ent under the general mining laws.

In order to process patent applications in a
timely manner, upon the request of a patent
applicant, the Secretary of the Interior shall
allow the applicant to fund a qualified third-
party contractor to be selected by the Bu-
reau of Land Management to conduct a min-
eral examination of the mining claims or
mill sites contained in a patent application.
The Bureau of Land Management shall have
the sole responsibility to choose and pay the
third-party contractor in accordance with
standard procedures employed by the Bureau
of Land Management in the retention of
third-party contractors.

Amendment No. 159: Includes the Senate
provision which prohibits funding for the Of-
fice of Forestry and Economic Development

after December 31, 1995. The House had no
similar provision.

Amendment No. 160: Retains language in-
serted by the Senate prohibiting redefinition
of the marbled murrelet nesting area or
modification to the protocol for surveying
marbled murrelets. The House had no similar
provision.

Amendment No. 161: Retains language in-
serted by the Senate authorizing the Sec-
retary of the Interior to exchange land in
Washington State with the Boise Cascade
Corporation. The House had no similar lan-
guage.

Amendment No. 162: Includes Senate provi-
sion which creates a new Timber Sales Pipe-
line Restoration Fund at the Departments of
the Interior and Agriculture to partially fi-
nance the preparation of timber sales from
the revenues generated from the section 318
timber sales that are released under section
2001(k) of Public Law 104–19. The House in-
cluded no similar provision.

Amendment No. 163: Deletes language pro-
posed by the Senate which would prohibit
use of funds for travel and training expenses
for the Bureau of Indian Affairs or the Office
of Indian Education for education con-
ferences or training activities.

The managers expect the Bureau of Indian
Affairs and the Office of Indian Education to
monitor carefully the funds used for travel
and training activities. The managers are
concerned about the cost of travel and train-
ing associated with national conferences at-
tended by school board members or staff of
schools funded by the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs. Because of the funding constraints
faced by the Bureau, the managers expect
that priority will be given to funding those
activities which directly support accredita-
tion of Bureau funded schools and covering
costs associated with increased enrollment.

Amendment No. 164: Retains language in-
serted by the Senate prohibiting the award
of grants to individuals by the National En-
dowment for the Arts except for literature
fellowships, National Heritage fellowships
and American Jazz Masters fellowships. The
House had no similar provision.

Amendment No. 165: Includes Senate provi-
sion which delays implementation or en-
forcement of the Administration’s rangeland
reform program until November 21, 1995. The
House included no similar provision.

Amendment No. 166: Strikes Senate sec-
tion 331 pertaining to submission of land ac-
quisition projects by priority ranking. Prior-
ities should continue to be identified in the
budget request and justifications.

Amendment No. 167: Includes Senate provi-
sion that makes three changes to existing
law relating to tree spiking. Costs incurred
by Federal agencies, businesses and individ-
uals to detect, prevent and avoid damage and
injury from tree, spiking, real or threatened,
may be included as ‘‘avoidance costs’’ in
meeting the threshold of $10,000 required for
prosecution. The language doubles the dis-
cretionary maximum penalties for prison
terms to 40 years for incidents resulting in
the most severe personal injury. Those in-
jured would have recourse to file civil suits
to recover damages under this law. The
House had no similar provision.

Amendment No. 168: Modifies Senate lan-
guage restricting grants that denigrate ad-
herents to a particular religion. The modi-
fication specifies that this restriction ap-
plies to NEA and incorporates Senate lan-
guage from Amendment No. 169 restricting
NEA grants for sexually explicit material.
The House had no similar provision.

Amendment No. 169: Deletes Senate lan-
guage restricting NEA grants for sexually
explicit material. This issue is addressed in
Amendment No. 168.

Amendment No. 170: Deletes language in-
serted by the Senate extending the scope of
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the Arts and Artifacts Indemnity Act. The
House had no similar provision. The amend-
ment also inserts language providing that
former Bureau of Mines activities, which are
being transferred to other accounts, are paid
for from those accounts for all of fiscal year
1996 and changes a section number.

Amendment No. 171: Deletes language in-
serted by the Senate mandating energy sav-
ings at Federal facilities and inserts in lieu
thereof language that keeps in place only the
regulations and interim rules in effect prior
to September 8, 1995 (36 CFR 223.48, 36 CFR
223.87, 36 CFR 223 Subpart D, 36 CFR 223 Sub-
part F, and 36 CFR 261.6) governing the ex-
port of State and federal timber in the west-
ern United States. This language has been
included so that the Administration, Con-
gress and affected parties can have more
time to address policy issues with respect to
Public Law 101–382, the Forest Resources
Conservation and Shortage Relief Act of
1990. The language prohibits the Secretary of
Agriculture or the Secretary of the Interior
from reviewing or making modifications to
existing sourcing areas. The language pro-
hibits either Secretary from enforcing or im-
plementing regulations promulgated on Sep-
tember 8, 1995 at 36 CFR Part 223. The bill
language also directs the Secretary of Com-
merce to continue the 100 percent ban on the
export of logs that originate from Washing-
ton State-owned public lands.

The fiscal year 1996 Agriculture Appropria-
tions Act includes language that delayed the
implementation of the September 8, 1995 reg-
ulations for 120 days, and the managers have
extended the prohibition to enforce or imple-
ment these regulations for the entire fiscal
year. The managers direct the Secretary of
Agriculture to continue to solicit public
comments on the regulations issued on Sep-
tember 8, 1995 until February 29, 1996. Based,
in part, upon a careful review of the public
comments, the Secretary is directed to re-
port to the appropriate committees of Con-
gress, including the Appropriations Commit-
tees, on the following: Any changes in those
regulations the Secretary proposes to make
in response to public comments; the appro-
priations needed to administer and enforce
the regulations; the expected cost of the reg-
ulations, and other effects on the private
sector, including effects on competition for
public and private timber and productivity
of domestic timber processing facilities; and
any recommendations from the Secretary to
amend Public Law 101–382 in response to
changing circumstances in the timber indus-
try since 1990, when the law was enacted.

Amendment No. 172: Deletes Senate
amendment requiring the Indian Health
Service to prepare a report on the distribu-
tion of Indian Health Service professionals.
The House had no similar provision. The con-
ference agreement also inserts language pro-
viding for the continued general aviation use
and operation on the National Park Service
portion of Pearson Airfield in Vancouver,
Washington until the year 2022 and for the
creation and implementation of a transition
plan from general aviation to historic air-
craft. This provision is consistent with the
Memorandum of Agreement entered into be-
tween the United States National Park Serv-
ice and the City of Vancouver dated Novem-
ber 4, 1994. The managers are aware that leg-
islation to provide a comprehensive partner-
ship agreement for management of the Van-
couver Historic Reserve is under consider-
ation. This provision allows the City of Van-
couver to develop the Pearson Museum pend-
ing completion of the Vancouver Historic
Reserve legislation. This language shall not
be construed to limit the authority of the
Federal Aviation Administration over air
traffic control or aviation activities at Pear-
son Airfield, nor to limit operation or air-

space in the vicinity of the Portland Inter-
national Airport.

Amendment No. 173: Deletes Senate lan-
guage requiring the Indian Health Service to
prepare a report on HIV-AIDS prevention
needs, and inserts in lieu thereof a provision
which allows the construction of a third tele-
scope on Mount Graham, in the Coronado
National Forest, Arizona, to proceed under
the terms of the Arizona-Idaho Conservation
Act of 1988, P.L. 100–696.

APPLICATION OF GENERAL REDUCTIONS

The level at which reductions shall be
taken pursuant to the Deficit Reduction Act
of 1985, if such reductions are required in fis-
cal year 1996, is defined by the managers as
follows:

As provided for by section 256(1)(2) of Pub-
lic Law 99–177, as amended, and for the pur-
poses of a Presidential Order issued pursuant
to section 254 of said Act, the term ‘‘pro-
gram, project, and activity’’ for items under
the jurisdiction of the Appropriations Sub-
committees on the Department of the Inte-
rior and Related Agencies of the House of
Representatives and the Senate is defined as
(1) any item specifically identified in tables
or written material set forth in the Interior
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, or
accompanying committee reports or the con-
ference report and accompanying joint ex-
planatory statement of the managers of the
committee of conference; (2) any Govern-
ment-owned or Government-operated facil-
ity; and (3) management units, such as na-
tional parks, national forests, fish hatch-
eries, wildlife refuges, research units, re-
gional, State and other administrative units
and the like, for which funds are provided in
fiscal year 1996.

The managers emphasize that any item for
which a specific dollar amount is mentioned
in an accompanying report, including all
changes to the budget estimate approved by
the Committees, shall be subject to a per-
centage reduction no greater or less than the
percentage reduction applied to all domestic
discretionary accounts.

CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH COMPARISONS

The total new budget (obligational) au-
thority for the fiscal year 1996 recommended
by the Committee of Conference, with com-
parisons to the fiscal year 1995 amount, the
1996 budget estimates, and the House and
Senate bills for 1996 follow:
New budget (obligational)

authority, fiscal year
1995 ................................. $13,519,230,000

Budget estimates of new
(obligational) authority,
fiscal year 1996 ................ 13,817,404,000

House bill, fiscal year 1996 . 11,984,603,000
Senate bill, fiscal year 1996 12,053,099,000
Conference agreement, fis-

cal year 1996 .................... 12,164,636,000
Conference agreement

compared with:
New budget

(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1995 ...... ¥1,354,594,000

Budget estimates of new
(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1996 ...... ¥1,652,768,000

House bill, fiscal year
1996 .............................. +180,033,000

Senate bill, fiscal year
1996 .............................. +111,537,000

RALPH REGULA,
JOSEPH M. MCDADE,
JIM KOLBE,
JOE SKEEN,
BARBARA F. VUCANOVICH,
CHARLES H. TAYLOR,
GEORGE R. NETHERCUTT,

Jr.,
JIM BUNN,

BOB LIVINGSTON,
Managers on the Part of the House.

SLADE GORTON,
TED STEVENS,
PETE V. DOMENICI,
MARK O. HATFIELD,
CONRAD BURNS,
ROBERT F. BENNETT,
CONNIE MACK,
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. OWENS) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. POSHARD, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MFUME, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, for 5 min-

utes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. TATE) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Mr. METCALF, for 5 minutes each day,
on December 13, December 14, and De-
cember 15.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM, for 5 minutes each
day, on December 14 and December 15.

Mr. TIAHRT, for 5 minutes today and
each day, on December 13 and Decem-
ber 14.

Mr. RAMSTAD, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, for 5 minutes, on

December 13.
Mr. LONGLEY, for 5 minutes each day,

on December 14, December 15, and De-
cember 16.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. CHABOT, for 5 minutes, on Decem-
ber 13.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, for 5 min-
utes, on December 13.

Mr. MARTINI, for 5 minutes, on De-
cember 14.

Mr. RIGGS, for 5 minutes today and
each day, on December 12 and Decem-
ber 14.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. ANDREWS, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania, for 5 min-
utes, today.

f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. OWENS) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mrs. CLAYTON.
Ms. DELAURO.
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Mr. SKELTON.
Mr. SERRANO in two instances.
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Mr. MONTGOMERY.
Mrs. MEEK of Florida.
Mr. STOKES.
Mr. STARK in two instances.
Mr. MORAN.
Mr. ROEMER.
Mr. MENENDEZ.
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.
Mr. LIPINSKI.
Mr. HAMILTON.
Ms. KAPTUR.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. TATE) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. BONO.
Mr. KOLBE.
Mr. BURTON of Indiana.
Mr. DORNAN.
Mr. ROGERS.
Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma in two in-

stances.
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.
Mrs. VUCANOVICH.
Mr. WOLF.
Mr. LEACH.
Mr. GILMAN.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey) and
to include extraneous matter:)

Mr. UNDERWOOD
Mr. GINGRICH.
Mr. DEFAZIO.
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey.
Mrs. FOWLER.
Mr. DOOLEY.
f

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight, reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 2076. An act making appropriations
for the Departments of Commerce, Justice
and State, the judiciary, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1996, and for other purposes.

f

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S. 790. An act to provide for the modifica-
tion or elimination of Federal reporting re-
quirements.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 15 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, December 13, 1995,
at 10 a.m.
f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk

for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce.
H.R. 1747. A bill to amend the public Health
Services Act to permanently extend and
clarify malpractice coverage for health cen-
ters, and for other purposes; with amend-
ments (Rept. 104–398). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. Goss: Committee on Rules. House Res-
olution 296. Resolution providing for consid-
eration of a motion to dispose of the remain-
ing Senate amendments to the bill (H.R.
1868) making appropriations for foreign oper-
ations, export financing, and related pro-
grams for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1996, and for other purposes (Rept. 104–
399). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. SOLOMON: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 297. Resolution waiving a
requirement of clause 4(b) of rule XI with re-
spect to consideration of certain resolutions
reported from the Committee on Rules, and
for other purposes (Rept. 104–400). Referred
to the House Calendar.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut: Committee
on Standards of Official Conduct. Inquiry
into various complaints filed against Rep-
resentative Newt Gingrich (Rept. 104–401).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. REGULA: Committee on Conference.
Conference report on H.R. 1977. A bill mak-
ing appropriations for the Department of the
Interior and related agencies for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1996, and for other
purposes (Rept. 104–402. Ordered to be print-
ed.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. COBURN (for himself, Mr.
GANSKE, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr.
RAHALL, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey,
Mr. WALSH, and Mr. WELDON of Flor-
ida:

H.R. 2757. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to require health main-
tenance organizations participating in the
Medicare Program to assure access to out-of-
network services to Medicare beneficiaries
enrolled with such organizations; to the
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Commerce, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. CUNNINGHAM:
H.R. 2758. A bill to amend title 49, United

States Code, relating to required employ-
ment investigations of pilots; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

By Mr. BONO:
H.R. 2759. A bill to prevent paid furloughs

of Federal and District of Columbia employ-
ees during periods of lapsed appropriations;
to the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight.

By Mr. DOYLE (for himself, Mr. MUR-
THA, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. KLINK, Mr.
COYNE, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. CLINGER, Mr.
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. FOX, Mr.
GEKAS, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. GREEN-
WOOD, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. KANJORSKI,
Mr. MCDADE, Mr. MCHALE, Mr. SHU-
STER, Mr. WALKER, and Mr. WELDON
of Pennsylvania):

H.R. 2760. A bill to name the nursing care
center at the Department of Veterans Affairs

medical center in Aspinwall, PA, as the ‘‘H.
John Heinz, III Department of Veterans Af-
fairs Nursing Care Center’’; to the Commit-
tee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. GREENWOOD (for himself and
Mr. MCHALE:

H.R. 2761. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide an election for
an overpayment in lieu of a basis increase
where indebtedness secured by property has
original issue discount and is held by a cash
method taxpayer; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota:
H.R. 2762. A bill to require additional re-

search prior to the promulgation of a stand-
ard for sulfate under the Safe Drinking
Water Act, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. STUDDS (for himself, Mr.
TORKILDSEN, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. MAR-
KEY, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts, Mr.
NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. OLVER,
Mr. MEEHAN, and Mr. BLUTE):

H.R. 2763. A bill to establish the Boston
Harbor Islands National Recreation Area,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Mr. WELDON of Florida:
H.R. 2764. A bill to amend title 10, United

States Code, to authorize veterans who are
totally disabled as the result of a service-
connected disability to travel on military
aircraft in the same manner and to the same
extent as retired members of the Armed
Forces are authorized to travel on such air-
craft; to the Committee on National Secu-
rity.

By Mr. BUYER (for himself and Mr.
SKELTON):

H. Res. 295. Resolution relating to the de-
ployment of United States Armed Forces in
and around the territory of the Republic of
Bosnia and Herzegovina to enforce the peace
agreement between the parties to the con-
flict in the Republic of Bosnia and
Herzegovina; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, and in addition to the
Committee on National Security, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. BUYER (for himself and Mr.
SKELTON):

H. Res. 298. Resolution relating to the de-
ployment of United States Armed Forces in
and around the territory of the Republic of
Bosnia and Herzegovina to enforce the peace
agreement between the parties to the con-
flict in the Republic of Bosnia and
Herzegovina; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, and in addition to the
Committee on National Security, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (for
herself, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. CARDIN,
Mr. GOSS, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. HOBSON,
Mr. BORSKI, Mr. SCHIFF, and Mr. SAW-
YER):

H. Res. 299. Resolution amending the Rules
of the House of Representatives; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER:
H. Res. 300. Resolution providing for the

expulsion of Representative Walter R. Tuck-
er III, from the House; to the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct.

f

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII.
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Mr. SMITH of Texas introduced a bill (H.R.

2765) for the relief of Rocco A. Trecosta;
which was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to the public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 142: Mr. CALVERT.
H.R. 249: Mr. FILNER.
H.R. 294: Mr. MEEHAN.
H.R. 359: Mr. BONIOR.
H.R. 580: Mr. FAZIO of California.
H.R. 789: Mr. HOLDEN.
H.R. 864: Mr. LAUGHLIN.
H.R. 969: Mr. KLINK.
H.R. 1023: Mrs. THURMAN.
H.R. 1073: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr.

MATSUI, and Mr. COYNE.
H.R. 1074: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr.

MATSUI, and Mr. COYNE.
H.R. 1227: Mr. GREENWOOD.
H.R. 1416: Mr. COYNE and Mr. MENENDEZ.
H.R. 1458: Mr. OBERSTAR.
H.R. 1512: Mr. DOOLITTLE.
H.R. 1527: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
H.R. 1574: Mr. CHRYSLER.
H.R. 1656: Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts,

Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. COOLEY, Ms. JACKSON-LEE,
and Mrs. MALONEY.

H.R. 1684: Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. GEJD-
ENSON, and Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 1718: Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. GREENWOOD,
Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. WALKER, Mr. WELDON of
Pennsylvania, and Mr. GOODLING.

H.R. 1803: Mr. SCHIFF.
H.R. 1998: Mr. TALENT.
H.R. 2190: Mr. TALENT, Mr. BACHUS, and

Mrs. CLAYTON.
H.R. 2245: Mr. COLEMAN.
H.R. 2326: Mr. HAMILTON.
H.R. 2435: Mrs. LOWEY.
H.R. 2458: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. WYDEN,

Mr. MARKEY, Mr. OBERSTAR, and Mrs.
THURMAN.

H.R. 2463: Mr. HILLIARD and Mr. JEFFER-
SON.

H.R. 2529: Mr. PALLONE.
H.R. 2531: Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. WAMP, Mr.

EHLERS, Mr. BURR, Mr. WELDON of Florida,
Ms. PRYCE, Mr. CALVERT, and Mr. COOLEY.

H.R. 2540: Mr. CHRYSLER, Mr. COOLEY, Mr.
PACKARD, Mr. WICKER, Mr. COBLE, Mr. FOLEY,
and Mr. NORWOOD.

H.R. 2543: Mr. FOLEY, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
BARCIA of Michigan, and Mr. CALVERT.

H.R. 2579: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr.
THOMPSON, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. GORDON, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, Mr. REED,
and Mr. CRAPO.

H.R. 2582: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.
H.R. 2597: Mr. BARR, Mr. KINGSTON, and Mr.

MCDADE.
H.R. 2651: Mr. JACOBS and Mrs. THURMAN.
H.R. 2654: Mr. MEEHAN, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr.

WYNN, Mr. FLAKE, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, and Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin.

H.R. 2664: Mr. FLAKE, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
Mr. ORTON, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida, Mr. BLUTE, Ms. SLAUGHTER,
and Mrs. MALONEY.

H.R. 2671: Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. BALDACCI, Ms.
RIVERS, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. ENGLISH of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. BISHOP, and Ms.
DELAURO.

H.R. 2677: Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas, Mr.
BREWSTER, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr.
TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr. RADANOVICH,
and Mr. WELDON of Florida.

H.R. 2682: Mr. FLAKE, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr.
HINCHEY, and Mr. ENGEL.

H.R. 2691: Mr. DELLUMS, Mrs. SCHROEDER,
Mr. SERRANO, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, and
Mr. COLEMAN.

H.R. 2694: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas.
H.R. 2697: Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Ms. NOR-

TON, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. OWENS,
Miss COLLINS of Michigan, Ms. JACKSON-LEE,
Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr.
DELLUMS, and Mr. MORAN.

H.R. 2698: Mr. COOLEY.
H.R. 2723: Mr. CALVERT and Mr. COOLEY.
H.R. 2745: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD and Mr.

REED.
H.J. Res. 127: Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. FRAZER,

and Mr. CALVERT.
H. Con. Res. 102: Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. FROST,

and Mr. TORRICELLI.
H. Con. Res. 117: Mr. HUNTER, Mr. PORTER,

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and Ms. ESHOO.
H. Con. Res. 118: Mr. CALVERT, Mr.

GILCHREST, Mr. BROWDER, Mr. MURTHA, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mrs. FOWLER, and Mr. FOX.

f

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 1020

OFFERED BY: MR. ENSIGN

AMENDMENT NO. 13. Page 15, beginning in
line 5, strike ‘‘originating in Lincoln County,
Nevada’’ insert ‘‘originating in Lincoln
County, Nebraska, but staying outside of
Clark County, Nevada’’.

H.R. 1020

OFFERED BY: MR. ENSIGN

AMENDMENT NO. 14: Page 15, line 7, insert
after the period the following: ‘‘The Sec-
retary shall develop such corridor only (1)
with the approval of the Governor of each
State in which the corridor is located, or (2)
after consultation with each such Gov-
ernor.’’.

H.R. 1020

OFFERED BY: MR. ENSIGN

AMENDMENT NO. 15: Page 21, insert after
line 18 the following:

(i) STATE FEE.—The State of Nevada may
impose a fee on the transfer of high level ra-
dioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel by
rail transportation or intermodal transfer in
the State of Nevada. Such fee shall be im-
posed when the transfer of such waste and
fuel crosses the State boundary.

H.R. 1020

OFFERED BY: MR. ENSIGN

AMENDMENT NO. 16: Page 32, line 22, insert
before the comma the following: ‘‘or if the
State of Nevada has communicated to the
Secretary its decision to not permit the con-
struction of the repository at the Yucca
Mountain site’’.

H.R. 1020

OFFERED BY: MR. ENSIGN

AMENDMENT NO. 17: Page 66, insert after
line 9 the following:

‘‘(g) UNFUNDED MANDATES.—The provisions
of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995
and all amendments made by that Act shall
apply to this Act and the Waste Fund shall
be used to pay all of the costs incurred by
State and local governments by reason of
any Federal intergovernmental mandate
contained in this Act. For purposes of this
section the term ‘Federal intergovernmental
mandate’ has the same meaning as when
used in section 421 of title IV of the Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act
of 1974.’’

H.R. 1020

OFFERED BY: MR. ENSIGN

AMENDMENT NO. 18: Page 66, after line 9 in-
sert the following:

‘‘(g) PRIVATE PROPERTY.—

‘‘(1) FEDERAL POLICY AND DIRECTION.—
‘‘(A) GENERAL POLICY.—It is the policy of

the Federal Government that no law or agen-
cy action with respect to the transportation,
interim storage, or disposal of high-level ra-
dioactive waste should limit the use of pri-
vately-owned property so as to diminish its
value.

‘‘(B) APPLICATION TO FEDERAL AGENCY AC-
TION.—Each Federal agency, officer, and em-
ployee should exercise Federal authority to
ensure that agency action with respect to
the transportation, interim storage, or dis-
posal of high-level radioactive waste will not
limit the use of privately owned property so
as to diminish its value.

‘‘(2) RIGHT TO COMPENSATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Federal Govern-

ment shall compensate an owner of property
whose use of any portion of that property
has been limited by an agency action, under
this Act relating to the transportation, in-
terim storage, or permanent disposition of
high-level radioactive waste, that diminishes
the fair market value of that portion by 20
percent or more. The amount of the com-
pensation shall equal the diminution in
value that resulted from the agency action.
If the diminution in value of a portion of
that property is greater than 50 percent, at
the option of the owner, the Federal Govern-
ment shall buy that portion of the property
for its fair market value.

‘‘(B) DURATION OF LIMITATION ON USE.—
Property with respect to which compensa-
tion has been paid under this subsection
shall not thereafter be used contrary to the
limitation imposed by the agency action,
even if that action is later rescinded or oth-
erwise vitiated. However, if that action is
later rescinded or otherwise vitiated, and the
owner elects to refund the amount of the
compensation, adjusted for inflation, to the
Treasury of the United States, the property
may be so used.

‘‘(3) EFFECT OF STATE LAW.—If a use is a
nuisance as defined by the law of a State or
is already prohibited under a local zoning or-
dinance, no compensation shall be made
under this subsection with respect to a limi-
tation on that use.

‘‘(4) EXCEPTIONS.—
‘‘(A) PREVENTION OF HAZARD TO HEALTH OR

SAFETY OR DAMAGE TO SPECIFIC PROPERTY.—
No compensation shall be made under this
subsection with respect to an agency action
the primary purpose of which is to prevent
an identifiable—

‘‘(i) hazard to public health or safety; or
‘‘(ii) damage to specific property other

than the property whose use is limited.
‘‘(5) PROCEDURE.—
‘‘(A) REQUEST OF OWNER.—An owner seek-

ing compensation under this subsection shall
make a written request for compensation to
the Secretary of the Commission, as the case
may be, whose action resulted in the limita-
tion. No such request may be made later
than 180 days after the owner receives actual
notice of that agency action.

‘‘(B) NEGOTIATIONS.—The Secretary of the
Commission, as the case may be, may bar-
gain with that owner to establish the
amount of the compensation. If the agency
and the owner agree to such an amount, the
agency shall promptly pay the owner the
amount agreed upon.

‘‘(C) CHOICE OF REMEDIES.—If, not later
than 180 days after the written request is
made, the parties do not come to an agree-
ment as to the right to and amount of com-
pensation, the owner may choose to take the
matter to binding arbitration or seek com-
pensation in a civil action.

‘‘(D) ARBITRATION.—The procedures that
govern the arbitration shall, as nearly as
practicable, be those established under title
9, United States Code, for arbitration pro-
ceedings to which that title applies. An
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award made in such arbitration shall include
a reasonable attorney’s fee and other arbi-
tration costs (including appraisal fees). The
agency shall promptly pay any award made
to the owner.

‘‘(E) CIVIL ACTION—An owner who does not
choose arbitration, or who does not receive
prompt payment when required by this sec-
tion, may obtain appropriate relief in a civil
action against the agency. An owner who
prevails in a civil action under this section
shall be entitled to, and the agency shall be
liable for, a reasonable attorney’s fee and
other litigation costs (including appraisal
fees). The court shall award interest on the
amount of any compensation from the time
of the limitation.

‘‘(F) SOURCE OF PAYMENTS.—Any payment
made under this section to an owner, and
any judgment obtained by an owner in a civil
action under this section shall, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, be made
from the Nuclear Waste Disposal Fund. If
insufficent funds exist for the payment or to
satisfy the judgment, it shall be the duty of
the head of the agency to seek the appropria-
tion of such funds for the next fiscal year.

‘‘(6) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, any obligation of the
United States to make any payment under
this subsection shall be subject to the avail-
ability of appropriations.

‘‘(7) DUTY OF NOTICE TO OWNERS.—Whenever
an agency takes an agency action limiting
the use of private property under this Act,
the agency shall give appropriate notice to
the owners of that property directly affected
explaining their rights under this subsection
and the procedures for obtaining any com-
pensation that may be due to them under
this subsection.

‘‘(8) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—
‘‘(A) EFFECT ON CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO

COMPENSATION.—Nothing in this subsection
shall be construed to limit any right to com-
pensation that exists under the Constitution
or under other laws of the United States.

‘‘(B) EFFECT OF PAYMENT.—Payment of
compensation under this subsection (other
than when the property is bought by the
Federal Government at the option of the
owner) shall not confer any rights on the
Federal Government at the option of the
owner) shall not confer any rights on the
Federal Government other than the limita-
tion on use resulting from the agency action.

‘‘(9) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this
subsection—

‘‘(A) The term ‘property’ means land and
includes the right to use or receive water.

‘‘(B) A use of property is limited by an
agency action if a particular legal right to
use that property no longer exists because of
the action.

‘‘(C) The term ‘agency action’ has the
meaning given that term in section 551 of
title 5, United States Code, but also includes
the making of a grant to a public authority
conditioned upon an action by the recipient
that would constitute a limitation if done di-
rectly by the agency.

‘‘(D) The term ‘agency’ has the meaning
given that term in section 551 of title 5,
United States Code.

‘‘(E) The term ‘fair market value’ means
the most probable price at which property
would change hands, in a competitive and
open market under all conditions requisite
to a fair sale, between a willing buyer and a
willing seller, neither being under any com-
pulsion to buy or sell and both having rea-
sonable knowledge of relevant facts, at the
time the agency action occurs.

‘‘(F) The term ‘State’ includes the District
of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and any other ter-
ritory or possession of the United States.

‘‘(G) The term ‘law of the State’ includes
the law of a political subdivision of a
State.’’.

H.R. 1020
OFFERED BY: MR. ENSIGN

AMENDMENT NO. 19: Page 80, insert after
line 25 the following:
SEC. 510. RISK ASSESSMENT AND COST-BENEFIT

ANALYSIS.
‘‘(a) COVERAGE.—This section does not

apply to any of the following:
‘‘(1) A situation that the Secretary or the

Commission, as the case may be, determines
to be an emergency. In such circumstance,
the Secretary or the Commission, as the case
may be, shall comply with the provisions of
this subsection within as reasonable a time
as it is practical.

‘‘(2) Activities necessary to maintain mili-
tary readiness.

‘‘(b) UNFUNDED MANDATES.—Nothing in
this section itself shall, without Federal
funding and further Federal agency action,
create my new obligation or burden on any
State or local government or otherwise im-
pose any financial burden on any State or
local government in the absence of Federal
funding, except with respect to routine infor-
mation requests.

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

‘‘(1) COSTS.—The term ‘costs’ includes the
direct and indirect costs to the United
States Government, to State, local, and trib-
al governments, and to the private sector,
wage earners, consumers, and the economy,
of implementing and complying with a rule
or alternative strategy.

‘‘(2) BENEFIT.—The term ‘benefit’ means
the reasonably identifiable significant
health, safety, environmental, social and
economic benefits that are expected to result
directly or indirectly for implementation of
a rule or alternative strategy.

‘‘(3) MAJOR RULE.—The term ‘major rule’
means any regulation that is likely to result
in an annual increase in costs of $25,000,000 or
more. Such term does not include any regu-
lation or other action taken by an agency to
authorize or approve any individual sub-
stance or product.

‘‘(4) EMERGENCY.—The term ‘emergency’
means a situation that is immediately im-
pending and extraordinary in nature, de-
manding attention due to an condition, cir-
cumstance, or practice reaonsably expected
to cause death, serious illness, or severe in-
jury to humans, or substantial
endangerment to private property or the en-
vironment if no action is taken.

‘‘(d) AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION AMONG
FEDERAL AGENCIES.—The Secretary and the
Commission shall make existing databases
and information developed under this section
available to other Federal agencies, subject
to applicable confidentiality requirements,
for the purpose of meeting the requirements
of this section. Within 15 months after the
date of enactment of this section, the Presi-
dent shall issue guidelines for the Secretary
of the Commission to comply with this sec-
tion.

‘‘(e) EFFECTIVE DATE: APPLICABILITY; SAV-
INGS PROVISIONS.—

‘‘(1) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Except as otherwise
specifically provided in this section, the pro-
visions of this section shall take effect 18
months after the date of enactment of this
section.

‘‘(2) APPLICABILITY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subparagraph (C), this title applies to all sig-
nificant risk assessment documents and sig-
nificant risk characterization documents, as
defined in subparagraph (B).

‘‘(B) DEFINITIONS.—
‘‘(i) SIGNIFICANT RISK ASSESSMENT DOCU-

MENT, SIGNIFICANT RISK CHARACTERIZATION
DOCUMENT.—As used in this section, the
terms ‘significant risk assessment document’

and ‘significant risk characterization docu-
ment’ include, at a minimum, risk assess-
ment documents or risk characterization
documents prepared by or on behalf of a cov-
ered Federal agency in the implementation
of a regulatory program designed to protect
human health, safety, or the environment,
used as a basis for one of the items referred
to in clause (ii), and included by the agency
in that item or inserted by the agency in the
administrative record for that item.

‘‘(ii) INCLUDED ITEMS.—The items referred
to in clause (i) are the following: Any pro-
posed or final major rule, including any anal-
ysis or certification promulgated as part of
any Federal regulatory program designed to
protect human health, safety, or the envi-
ronmental clean-up plan for a facility or
Federal guidelines for the issuance of any
such plan. As used in this clause, the term
‘environmental clean-up’ means a corrective
action under the Solid Waste Disposal Act, a
removal or remedial action under the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation, and Liability Act of 1980, and any
other environmental restoration and waste
management carried out by or on behalf of a
covered Federal agency with respect to any
substance other than municipal waste; any
proposed or final permit condition placing a
restriction on facility siting or operation
under Federal laws administered by the En-
vironmental Protection Agency or the De-
partment of the Interior. Nothing in this
clause shall apply to the requirements of sec-
tion 404 of the Clean Water Act; any report
to Congress; any regulatory action to place a
substance on any official list of carcinogens
or toxic or hazardous substances or to place
a new health effects value on such list, in-
cluding the Integrated Risk Information
System Database maintained by the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency; any guidance,
including protocols of general applicability,
establishing policy regarding risk assess-
ment or risk characterization.

‘‘(iii) ALSO INCLUDED.—The terms ‘signifi-
cant risk assessment document’ and ‘signifi-
cant risk characterization document’ shall
also include the following: Any such risk as-
sessment and risk characterization docu-
ments provided by an covered Federal agen-
cy to the public and which are likely to re-
sult in an annual increase in costs of
$25,000,000 or more; environmental restora-
tion and waste management carried out by
or on behalf of the Department of Defense
with respect to any substance other than
municipal waste.

‘‘(iv) RULE.—Within 15 months after the
date of the enactment of this section, the
Secretary and the Commission shall each
promulgate a rule establishing those addi-
tional categories, if any, of risk assessment
and risk characterization documents pre-
pared by or on behalf of the Secretary or the
Commission, as the case may be, that the
Secretary or the Commission, as the case
may be, will consider significant risk assess-
ment documents or significant risk charac-
terization documents for purposes of this
section. In establishing such categories, the
Secretary and the Commission shall consider
each of the following: The benefits of con-
sistent compliance by documents of the Sec-
retary and the Commission in the categories;
the administrative burdens of including doc-
uments in the categories; the need to make
expeditious administrative decisions regard-
ing documents in the categories; the possible
use of a risk assessment or risk characteriza-
tion in any compilation of risk hazards or
health or environmental effects prepared by
the Secretary and the Commission and com-
monly made available to, or used by, any
Federal, State, or local government agency;
and such other factors as may be appro-
priate.
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‘‘(3) EXCEPTIONS.—This section does not

apply to risk assessment or risk character-
ization documents containing risk assess-
ments or risk characterizations performed
with respect to the following: A screening
analysis, where appropriately labeled as
such, including a screening analysis for pur-
poses of product regulation or
premanufacturing notices or any health,
safety, or environmental inspections. No
analysis shall be treated as a screening anal-
ysis if the results of such analysis are used
as the basis for imposing restrictions on sub-
stances or activities.

‘‘(4) SAVINGS PROVISIONS.—The provisions
of this section shall be supplemental to any
other provisions of law relating to risk as-
sessments and risk characterizations, except
that nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to modify any statutory standard or
statutory requirement designed to protect
health, safety, or the environment. Nothing
in this section shall be interpreted to pre-
clude the consideration of any data or the
calculation of any estimate to more fully de-
scribe risk or provide examples of scientific
uncertainty or variability. Nothing in this
section shall be construed to require the dis-
closure of any trade secret or other confiden-
tial information.

‘‘(f) PRINCIPLES FOR RISK ASSESSMENT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary and the

Commission shall apply the principles set
forth in paragraph (2) in order to assure that
significant risk assessment documents and
all of their components distinguish scientific
findings from other considerations and are,
to the extent feasible, scientifically objec-
tive, unbiased, and inclusive of all relevant
data and rely, to the extent available and
practicable, on scientific findings. Discus-
sions or explanations required under this
section need not be repeated in each risk as-
sessment document as long as there is a ref-
erence to the relevant discussion or expla-
nation in another agency document which is
available to the public.

‘‘(2) PRINCIPLES.—The principles to be ap-
plied are as follows:

‘‘(A) When discussing human health risks,
a significant risk assessment document shall
contain a discussion of both relevant labora-
tory and relevant epidemiological data for
sufficient quality which finds, or fails to
find, a correlation between health risks and
a potential toxin or activity. Where conflicts
among such data appear to exist, or where
animal data is used as a basis to assess
human health, the significant risk assess-
ment document shall, to the extent feasible
and appropriate, include discussion of pos-
sible reconciliation of conflicting informa-
tion, and as relevant, differences in study de-
signs, comparative physiology, routes of ex-
posure, bioavailability, pharmacokinetics,
and any other relevant factor, including the
sufficiency of basic data for review. The dis-
cussion of possible reconciliation should in-
dicate whether there is a biological basis to
assume a resulting harm in humans. Animal
data shall be reviewed with regard to its rel-
evancy to humans.

‘‘(B) Where a significant risk assessment
document involves selection of any signifi-
cant assumption, inference, or model, the
document shall, to the extent feasible:
present a representative list and explanation
of plausible and alternative assumptions, in-
ferences, or models, explain that basis for
any choices, identify any policy or value
judgments; fully describe any model used in
the risk assessment and make explicit the
assumptions incorporated in the model; and
indicate the extent to which any significant
model has been validated by, or conflicts
with, empirical data.

‘‘(g) PRINCIPLES FOR RISK CHARACTERIZA-
TION AND COMMUNICATIONS.—Each significant

risk charactization document shall meet
each of the following requirements:

‘‘(1) ESTIMATES OF RISK.—The risk charac-
terization shall describe the populations or
natural resources which are the subject of
the risk characterization. If a numerical es-
timate of risk is provided, the agency shall,
to the extent feasible, provide—

‘‘(A) the best estimate or estimates for the
specific populations or natural resources
which are the subject of the characterization
(based on the information available to the
Federal agency); and

‘‘(B) a statement of the reasonable range of
scientific uncertainties.

In addition to such best estimate or esti-
mates, the risk characterization document
may present plausible upper-bound or con-
servative estimates in conjunction with
plausible lower bounds estimates. Where ap-
propriate, the risk characterization docu-
ment may present, in lieu of a single best es-
timate, multiple best estimates based on as-
sumptions, inferences, or models which are
equally plausible, given current scientific
understanding. To the extent practical and
appropriate, the document shall provide de-
scriptions of the distribution and probability
of risk estimates to reflect differences in ex-
posure variability or sensitivity in popu-
lations and attendant uncertainties. Sen-
sitive subpopulations or highly exposed sub-
populations include, where relevant and ap-
propriate, children, the elderly, pregnant
women, and disabled persons.

‘‘(2) EXPOSURE SCENARIOS.—The risk char-
acterization document shall explain the ex-
posure scenarios used in any risk assess-
ment, and, to the extent feasible, provide a
statement of the size of the corresponding
population at risk and the likelihood of such
exposure scenarios.

‘‘(3) COMPARISONS.—The document shall
contain a statement that places the nature
and magnitude of risks to human health,
safety, or the environment in context. Such
statement shall, to the extent feasible, pro-
vide comparisons with estimates of greater,
lesser, and substantially equivalent risks
that are familiar to and routinely encoun-
tered by the general public as well as other
risks, and, where appropriate and meaning-
ful, comparisons of those risks with other
similar risks regulated by the Federal agen-
cy resulting from comparable activities and
exposure pathways. Such comparisons should
consider relevant distinctions among risks,
such as the voluntary or involuntary nature
of risks and the preventability or
nonpreventability of risks.

‘‘(4) SUBSTITUTION RISKS.—Each significant
risk assessment or risk characterization doc-
ument shall include a statement of any sig-
nificant substitution risks to human health,
where information on such risks has been
provided to the agency.

‘‘(5) SUMMARIES OF OTHER RISK ESTI-
MATES.—If—

‘‘(A) a commenter provides the Secretary
and the Commission with a relevant risk as-
sessment document or a risk characteriza-
tion document, and a summary thereof, dur-
ing a public comment provided by the Sec-
retary and the Commission for a significant
risk assessment document or a significant
risk characterization document, or, where no
comment period is provided but a com-
menter provides the Secretary and the Com-
mission with the relevant risk assessment
document or risk characterization docu-
ment, and a summary thereof, in a timely
fashion, and

‘‘(B) the risk assessment document or risk
characterization document is consistent
with the principles and the guidance pro-
vided under this section, the Secretary or
the Commission, as the case may be, shall,

to the extent feasible, present such summary
in connection with the presentation of the
significant risk assessment document or sig-
nificant risk characterization document.
Nothing in this paragraph shall be construed
to limit the inclusion of any comments or
material supplied by any person to the ad-
ministrative record of any proceeding.
A document may satisfy the requirements of
paragraph (3), (4), or (5) by reference to infor-
mation or material otherwise available to
the public if the document provides a brief
summary of such information or material.

‘‘(h) RECOMMENDATIONS OR CLASSIFICATIONS
BY A NON-UNITED STATES-BASED ENTITY.—
Neither the Secretary or the Commission
shall automatically incorporate or adopt any
recommendation or classification made by a
non-United States-based entity concerning
the health effects value of a substance with-
out an opportunity for notice and comment,
and any risk assessment document or risk
characterization document adopted by a cov-
ered Federal agency on the basis of such a
recommendation or classification shall com-
ply with the provisions of this section. For
the purposes of this section, the term ‘non-
United States—based entity’ means—

‘‘(1) any foreign government and its agen-
cies;

‘‘(2) the United Nations or any of its sub-
sidiary organizations;

‘‘(3) any other international governmental
body or international standards-making or-
ganization; or

‘‘(4) any other organization or private en-
tity without a place of business located in
the United States or its territories.

‘‘(i) GUIDELINES AND REPORT.—
‘‘(1) GUIDELINES.—Within 15 months after

the date of enactment of this section, the
President shall issue guidelines for the Sec-
retary and the Commission consistent with
the risk assessment and characterization
principles set forth in this section and shall
provide a format for summarizing risk as-
sessment results. In addition, such guide-
lines shall include guidance on at least the
following subjects: Criteria for scaling ani-
mal studies to assess risks to human health;
use of different types of dose-response mod-
els; thresholds; definitions, use, and interpre-
tations of the maximum tolerated dose;
weighting of evidence with respect to ex-
trapolating human health risks from sen-
sitive species; evaluation of benign tumors,
and evaluation of different human health
endpoints.

‘‘(2) REPORT.—Within 3 years after the date
of the enactment of this section, the Sec-
retary and the Commission shall provide a
report to the Congress evaluating the cat-
egories of policy and value judgments identi-
fied under this section.

‘‘(3) PUBLIC COMMENT AND CONSOLATION.—
The guidances and report under this sub-
section, shall be developed after notice and
opportunity for public comment, and after
consultation with representatives of appro-
priate State, local, and tribal governments,
and such other departments and agencies, of-
fices, organizations, or persons as may be ad-
visable.

‘‘(4) REVIEW.—The President shall review
and, where appropriate, revise the guidelines
published under this subsection at least
every 4 years.

‘‘(j) RESEARCH AND TRAINING IN RISK AS-
SESSMENT.—

‘‘(1) EVALUATION.—The Secretary and the
Commission shall regularly and systemati-
cally evaluate risk assessment research and
training needs of the Department and the
Commission, including, where relevant and
appropriate, the following:

‘‘(A) Research to reduce generic data gaps,
to address modelling needs (including im-
proved model sensitivity), and to validate
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default options, particularly those common
to multiple risk assessments.

‘‘(B) Research leading to improvement of
methods to quantify and communicate un-
certainty and variability among individuals,
species, populations, and, in the case of eco-
logical risk assessment, ecological commu-
nities.

‘‘(C) Emerging and future areas of re-
search, including research on comparative
risk analysis, expose to multiple chemicals
and other stressors, noncancer endpoints, bi-
ological markers of exposure and effect,
mechanisms of action in both mammalian
and nonmammalian species, dynamics and
probabilities of physiological and ecosystem
exposures, and prediction of ecosystem-level
responses.

‘‘(D) Long-term needs to adequately train
individuals in risk assessment and risk as-
sessment application. Evaluations under this
paragraph shall include an estimate of the
resources needed to provide necessary train-
ing.

‘‘(2) STRATEGY AND ACTIONS TO MEET IDENTI-
FIED NEEDS.—The head of each covered agen-
cy shall develop a strategy and schedule for
carrying out research and training to meet
the needs identified in paragraph (1).

‘‘(3) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, the Secretary and the Commission
shall submit to the Congress a report on the
evaluations conducted under paragraph (1)
and the strategy and schedule developed
under paragraph (2). The Secretary and the
Commission shall report to the Congress pe-
riodically on the evaluations, strategy, and
schedule.

‘‘(k) STUDY OF COMPARATIVE RISK ANALY-
SIS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(A) STUDY.—The Director of the Office of

Management and Budget, in consultation
with the Office of Science and Technology
Policy, shall conduct, or provide for the con-
duct of, a study using comparative risk anal-
ysis to rank health, safety, and environ-
mental risks and to provide a common basis
for evaluating strategies for reducing or pre-
venting those risks. The goal of the study
shall be to improve methods of comparative
risk analysis.

‘‘(B) CONTRACT.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, the Director, in collaboration with the
heads of appropriate Federal agencies, shall
enter into a contract with the National Re-
search Council to provide technical guidance
on approaches to using comparative risk
analysis and other considerations in setting
health, safety, and environmental risk re-
duction priorities.

‘‘(2) SCOPE OF STUDY.—The study shall have
sufficient scope and breadth to evaluate
comparative risk analysis and to test ap-
proaches for improving comparative risk
analysis and its use in setting priorities for
health, safety, and environmental risk re-
duction. The study shall compare and evalu-
ate a range of diverse health, safety, and en-
vironmental risks.

‘‘(3) STUDY PARTICIPANTS.—In conducting
the study, the Director shall provide for the
participation of a range of individuals with
varying backgrounds and expertise, both
technical and nontechnical, comprising
broad representation of the public and pri-
vate sectors.

‘‘(4) DURATION.—The study shall begin
within 180 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this section and terminate within 2
years after the date on which it began.

‘‘(5) RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING COM-
PARATIVE RISK ANALYSIS AND ITS USE.—Not
later than 90 days after the termination of
the study, the Director shall submit to the
Congress the report of the National Research

Council with recommendations regarding the
use of comparative risk analysis and ways to
improve the use of comparative risk analysis
for decision-making by the Secretary and
the Commission.

‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

‘‘(1) RISK ASSESSMENT DOCUMENT.—The
term ‘risk assessment document’ means a
document containing the explanation of how
hazards associated with a substance, activ-
ity, or condition have been identified, quan-
tified, and assessed. The term also includes a
written statement accepting the findings of
any such document.

‘‘(2) RISK CHARACTERIZATION DOCUMENT.—
The term ‘risk characterization document’
means a document quantifying or describing
the degree of toxicity, exposure, or other
risk posed by hazards associated with a sub-
stance, activity, or condition to which indi-
viduals, populations, or resources are ex-
posed. The term also includes a written
statement accepting the findings of any such
document.

‘‘(3) BEST ESTIMATE.—The term ‘best esti-
mate’ means a scientifically appropriate es-
timate which is based, to the extent feasible,
on one of the following:

‘‘(A) Central estimates of risk using the
most plausible assumptions.

‘‘(B) An approach which combines multiple
estimates based on different scenarios and
weighs the probability of each scenario.

‘‘(C) Any other methodology designed to
provide the most unbiased representation of
the most plausible level of risk, given the
current scientific information available to
the Secretary or the Commission, as the case
may be.

‘‘(4) SUBSTITUTION RISK.—The term ‘substi-
tution risk’ means a potential risk to human
health, safety, or the environment from a
regulatory alternative designed to decrease
other risks.

‘‘(5) DOCUMENT.—The term ‘document’ in-
cludes material stored in electronic or digi-
tal form.

‘‘(m) ANALYSIS OF RISK REDUCTION BENE-
FITS AND COSTS.—

‘‘(1) ANALYSIS OF RISK REDUCTION BENEFITS
AND COSTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The President shall re-
quire the Secretary and the Commission to
prepare the following for each major rule
within a program that is proposed or promul-
gated under this Act after the date of enact-
ment of this section:

‘‘(i) An identification of reasonable alter-
native strategies, including strategies that
require no government action; will accom-
modate differences among geographic re-
gions and among persons with different lev-
els of resources with which to comply; and
employ performance or other market-based
mechanisms that permit the greatest flexi-
bility in achieving the identified benefits of
the rule; the agency shall consider reason-
able alternative strategies proposed during
the comment period.

‘‘(ii) An analysis of the incremental costs
and incremental risk reduction or other ben-
efits associated with each alternative strat-
egy identified or considered by the agency.
Costs and benefits shall be quantified to the
extent feasible and appropriate and may oth-
erwise be qualitatively described.

‘‘(iii) A statement that places in context
the nature and magnitude of the risks to be
addressed and the residual risks likely to re-
main for each alternative strategy identified
or considered by the agency. Such statement
shall, to the extent feasible, provide com-
parisons with estimates of greater, lesser,
and substantially equivalent risks that are
familiar to and routinely encountered by the
general public as well as other risks, and,
where appropriate and meaningful, compari-

sons of those risks with other similar risks
regulated by the Secretary and the Commis-
sion resulting from comparable activities
and exposure pathways. Such comparisons
should consider relevant distinctions among
risks, such as the voluntary or involuntary
nature of risks and the preventability or
nonpreventability of risks.

‘‘(iv) For each final rule, an analysis of
whether the identified benefits of the rule
are likely to exceed the identified costs of
the rule.

‘‘(v) An analysis of the effect of the rule on
small businesses with fewer than 100 employ-
ees; on net employment; and to the extent
practicable, on the cumulative financial bur-
den of compliance with the rule and other
existing regulations on persons producing
products.

‘‘(2) PUBLICATION.—For each major rule re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) the Secretary or
the Commission, as the case may be, shall
publish in a clear and concise manner in the
Federal Register along with the proposed
and final regulation, or otherwise make pub-
licly available, the information required to
be prepared under paragraph (1).

‘‘(3) DECISION CRITERIA.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—No final rule subject to

the provisions of this subsection shall be pro-
mulgated unless the Secretary or the Com-
mission, as the case may be, certifies the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(i) That the analyses under this sub-
section are based on objective and unbiased
scientific and economic evaluations of all
significant and relevant information and
risk assessments provided to the Secretary
or the Commission, as the case may be, by
interested parties relating to the costs,
risks, and risk reduction and other benefits
addressed by the rule.

‘‘(ii) That the incremental risk reduction
or other benefits of any strategy chosen will
be likely to justify, and be reasonably relat-
ed to, the incremental costs incurred by
State, local, and tribal governments, the
Federal Government, and other public and
private entities.

‘‘(iii) That other alternative strategies
identified or considered by the agency were
found either to be less cost-effective at
achieving a substantially equivalent reduc-
tion in risk, or to provide less flexibility to
State, local, or tribal governments or regu-
lated entities in achieving the otherwise ap-
plicable objectives of the regulation, along
with a brief explanation of why alternative
strategies that were identified or considered
by the agency were found to be less cost-ef-
fective or less flexible.

‘‘(4) EFFECT OF DECISION CRITERIA.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of Federal law, the decision
criteria of paragraph (3) shall supplement
and, to the extent there is a conflict, super-
sede the decision criteria for rulemaking
otherwise applicable under the statute pur-
suant to which the rule is promulgated.

‘‘(B) SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of Federal law,
no major rule shall be promulgated by the
Secretary or the Commission under this Act
unless the requirements of this section are
met and the certifications required herein
are supported by substantial evidence of the
rulemaking record.

‘‘(5) PUBLICATION.—The agency shall pub-
lish in the Federal Register, along with the
final regulation, the certifications required
by this subsection.

‘‘(6) NOTICE.—Where the Secretary or the
Commission, as the case may be, finds a con-
flict between the decision criteria of this
subsection and the decision criteria of an
otherwise applicable statute, the Secretary
or the Commission, as the case may be, shall
so notify the Congress in writing.
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‘‘(n) OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

GUIDANCE.—The Office of Management and
Budget shall issue guidance consistent with
this section—

‘‘(1) to assist the agencies, the public, and
the regulated community in the implemen-
tation of this section, including any new re-
quirements or procedures needed to supple-
ment prior agency practice; and

‘‘(2) governing the development and prepa-
ration of analyses of risk reduction benefits
and costs.

‘‘(o) PEER REVIEW.—
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary and

the Commission shall each develop a system-
atic program for independent and external
peer review required by this section. Such
program shall provide for peer review by the
Waste Review Board, may provide specific
and reasonable deadlines for the Board to
submit reports under this subsection, and
shall provide adequate protections for con-
fidential business information and trade se-
crets, including requiring the Board to enter
into confidentiality agreements.

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENT FOR PEER REVIEW.—In
connection with any rule under this Act that
is likely to result in an annual increase in
costs of $100,000,000 or more, the Secretary
and the Commission shall each provide for
peer review in accordance with this section
of any risk assessment or cost analysis
which forms the basis for such rule or of any
analysis under this section. In addition, the
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget may order that peer review be pro-
vided for any major risk assessment or cost
assessment that is likely to have a signifi-
cant impact on public policy decisions of the
Secretary and the Commission.

‘‘(3) CONTENTS.—Each peer review under
this subsection shall include a report to the
Secretary or the Commission, as the case
may be, with respect to the scientific and
economic merit of data and methods used for
the assessments and analyses.

‘‘(4) RESPONSE TO PEER REVIEW.—The Sec-
retary or the Commission, as the case may
be, shall provide a written response to all
significant peer review comments.

‘‘(5) AVAILABILITY TO PUBLIC.—All peer re-
view comments or conclusions and the Sec-
retary’s or the Commission’s response shall
be made available to the public and shall be
made part of the administrative record.

‘‘(6) PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED DATA AND ANAL-
YSIS.—No peer review shall be required under
this subsection for any data or method which
has been previously subjected to peer review
or for any component of any analysis or as-
sessment previously subjected to peer re-
view.

‘‘(7) NATIONAL PANELS.—The President
shall appoint National Peer Review Panels
to annually review the risk assessment and
cost assessment practices of the Secretary
and the Commission under this Act. The
Panel shall submit a report to the Congress
no less frequently than annually containing
the results of such review.

‘‘(p) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—Compliance or non-
compliance by the Secretary and the Com-
mission with the requirements of this sec-
tion shall be reviewable pursuant to this Act
and chapter 7 of title 5, United States Code.
The court with jurisdiction to review final
agency action under this Act shall have ju-
risdiction to review, at the same time, com-
pliance by the Secretary or the Commission,
as the case may be, with the requirements of
this section. When a significant risk assess-
ment document or risk characterization doc-
ument subject to this section is part of the
administrative record in a final agency ac-
tion, in addition to any other matters that
the court may consider in deciding whether
the action was lawful, the court shall con-
sider the action unlawful if such significant

risk assessment document or significant risk
characterization document does not substan-
tially comply with the requirements of this
section.

‘‘(q) PLAN FOR ASSESSING NEW INFORMA-
TION.—

‘‘(1) PLAN.—Within 18 months after the
date of enactment of this section, the Sec-
retary and the Commission shall publish a
plan to review and, where appropriate revise
any significant risk assessment document or
significant risk characterization document
published prior to the expiration of such 18-
month period if, based on information avail-
able at the time of such review, the Sec-
retary or the Commission, as the case may
be, head determines that the application of
the principles set forth in this section would
be likely to significantly alter the results of
the prior risk assessment or risk character-
ization. The plan shall provide procedures for
receiving and considering new information
and risk assessments from the public. The
plan may set priorities and procedures for re-
view and, where appropriate, revision of such
risk assessment documents and risk charac-
terization documents and of health or envi-
ronmental effects values. The plan may also
set priorities and procedures for review, and,
where appropriate, revision or repeal of
major rules promulgated prior to the expira-
tion of such period. Such priorities and pro-
cedures shall be based on the potential to
more efficiently focus national economic re-
sources within programs carried out under
this Act on the most important priorities
and on such other factors as the Secretary or
the Commission considers appropriate.

‘‘(2) PUBLIC COMMENT AND CONSULTATION.—
The plan under this subsection, shall be de-
veloped after notice and opportunity for pub-
lic comment, and after consultation with
representatives of appropriate State, local,
and tribal governments, and such other de-
partments and agencies, offices, organiza-
tions, or persons as may be advisable.

‘‘(r) PRIORITIES.—
‘‘(1) IDENTIFICATION OF OPPORTUNITIES.—In

order to assist in the public policy and regu-
lation of risk to public health, the President
shall identify opportunities to reflect prior-
ities within programs under this Act in a
cost-effective and cost-reasonable manner.
The President shall identify each of the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(A) The likelihood and severity of public
health risks addressed by such programs.

‘‘(B) The number of individuals affected.
‘‘(C) The incremental costs and risk reduc-

tion benefits associated with regulatory or
other strategies.

‘‘(D) The cost-effectiveness of regulatory
or other strategies to reduce risks to public
health.

‘‘(E) Intergovernmental relationships
among Federal, State, and local govern-
ments among program designed to protect
public health.

‘‘(F) Statutory, regulatory, or administra-
tive obstacles to allocating national eco-
nomic resources based on the most cost-ef-
fective, cost-reasonable priorities consider-
ing Federal, State, and local programs.

‘‘(2) STATE, LOCAL, AND TRIBAL PRIOR-
ITIES.—In identifying national priorities, the
President shall consider priorities developed
and submitted by State, local, and tribal
governments.

‘‘(3) BIENNIAL REPORTS.—The President
shall issue biennial reports to Congress, after
notice and opportunity for public comment,
to recommend priorities for modifications
to, elimination of, or strategies for existing
programs under this Act. Within 6 months
after the issuance of the report, the Presi-
dent shall notify the Congress in writing of
the recommendations which can be imple-
mented without further legislative changes

and the agency shall consider the priorities
set forth in the report and priorities devel-
oped and submitted by State, local, and trib-
al governments when preparing a budget or
strategic plan for any such program.

H.R. 1020
OFFERED BY: MRS. VUCANOVICH

AMENDMENT NO. 20: Page 24, insert after
the period in line 9 the following: ‘‘The in-
terim storage facility shall be located at the
Savannah River Nuclear site and the Han-
ford Nuclear site.

H.R. 1745
OFFERED BY: MRS. WALDHOLTZ

AMENDMENT NO. 1: Page 2, line 14 (section
2(a)(1)) (relating to Desolation Canyon),
strike ‘‘254,478’’ and insert ‘‘291,598’’.

Page 2, line 16 (section 2(a)(1)), strike
‘‘dated ’’ and insert ‘‘dated December 3,
1995’’.

Page 2, line 19 (section 2(a)(2)) (relating to
San Rafael Reef), strike ‘‘47,786’’ and insert
‘‘57,955’’.

Page 3, line 1 (section 2(a)(2)), strike
‘‘dated ’’ and insert ‘‘dated December 12,
1995.’’

Page 3, line 23 (section 2(a)(6)) (relating to
Sids Mountain), strike ‘‘41,154’’ and insert
‘‘46,589’’.

Page 3, beginning on line 25 (section
2(a)(6)), strike ‘‘dated ’’ and insert ‘‘dated
December 12, 1995’’.

Page 7, line 18 (section 2(a)(22)) (relating to
Flume Canyon), strike ‘‘37,506’’ and insert
‘‘47,236’’.

Page 7, line 20 (section 2(a)(22)), strike
‘‘dated ’’ and insert ‘‘dated December 12,
1995’’.

Page 7, line 25 (section 2(a)(23)) (relating to
Westwater Canyon), strike ‘‘25,383’’ and in-
sert ‘‘26,658’’.

Page 8, line 2 (section 2(a)(23)), strike
‘‘dated ’’ and insert ‘‘dated December 12,
1995’’.

Page 9, line 11 (section 2(a)(29)) (relating to
Paria-Hackberry), strike ‘‘57,641’’ and insert
‘‘94,805’’.

Page 9, beginning on line 12 (section
2(a)(29)), strike ‘‘dated ’’ and insert ‘‘De-
cember 3, 1995’’.

Page 14, after line 13 (at the end of section
2(a)), add the following:

(50) Certain lands in the Road Canyon Wil-
derness Study Area comprised of approxi-
mately 34,460 acres, as generally depicted on
a map entitled ‘‘Grand Gulch Proposed Wil-
derness’’ and dated December 8, 1995, and
which shall be known as the Road Canyon
Wilderness.

(51) Certain lands in the Fish & Owl Creek
Wilderness Study Area comprised of approxi-
mately 20,925 acres, as generally depicted on
a map entitled ‘‘Grand Gulch Proposed Wil-
derness’’ and dated December 8, 1995, and
which shall be known as the Fish & Owl
Creek Wilderness.

(52) Certain lands in the Mule Canyon Wil-
derness Study Area comprised of approxi-
mately 5,940 acres, as generally depicted on a
map entitled ‘‘Mule Canyon Proposed Wil-
derness’’ and dated December 8, 1995, and
which shall be known as the Mule Canyon
Wilderness.

(53) Certain lands in the Turtle Canyon
Wilderness Study Area comprised of approxi-
mately 27,480 acres, as generally depicted on
a map entitled ‘‘Desolation Canyon Proposed
Wilderness’’ and dated December 3, 1995, and
which shall be known as the Turtle Canyon
Wilderness.

(54) Certain lands in the The Watchman
Wilderness Study Area comprised of approxi-
mately 664 acres, as generally depicted on a
map entitled ‘‘The Watchman Proposed Wil-
derness’’ and dated December 8, 1995, and
which shall be known as The Watchman Wil-
derness.
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Page 26, line 18 (section 11(a)(1)), strike

‘‘142,041’’ and insert ‘‘242,000’’.
Page 28, line 2 (section 11(c)(1)), strike

‘‘dated ’’ and insert ‘‘dated December 6,
1995,’’.

Page 31, line 7, add the following: ‘‘The
Secretary shall have the authority to extend
any existing leases on such Federal lands
prior to consummation of the exchange.’’.
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